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Introduction

The popular branch of the Caro-Kann
Defence, characterised after 1 e4 ¢6 2
dd4 d5 3 Dc3 dxed 4 Dxed by the
developing move 4...4d7, enjoys the
reputation of having been a favourite
defence of the classic World Cham-
pions. Introduced by the famous chess
researcher of the first third of our
century, Aron Nimzowitsch, this
continuation forms the basis of a
promising system of play, in which
Black, despite his somewhat passive
position, avoids serious positional
concessions and can gradually hope
for equality, which is fully in
accordance with the classical views on
playing the opening.

Therefore it is no accident that in
the 1940s it drew the attention of one
of the pre-war World Championship
contenders Salo Flohr, and that in the
1950s and 1960s it was actively dev-
eloped by two excellent ‘defenders’,
the seventh and ninth World
Champions Vasily Smyslov and
Tigran Petrosian. The variation could
well have been named after them both
(in fact Petrosian’s claim is perhaps
the stronger, as he played it
throughout his career), but in the West
the name of the Smyslov System has
become customary.

In recent years this variation has
become a major weapon in the black
repertoire  of the twelfth World
Champion Anatoly Karpov.

With ..

Def6 (or ..
plans to drive away or exchange the
centralised white knight, avoiding the
doubled pawns after 4..4)f6, as well
as the positional concessions that arise
after the bishop development 4...&f5.

&\df6) Black

Then ...e7-e6 leads to a pawn
structure where Black’s main way of
freeing his game is by preparing the
advance ...c6-cS, which can lead to
White gaining a queenside pawn
majority and the long-term prospect
of obtaining an outside passed pawn
in the endgame.

One drawback to the system is the
delay in the development of Black’s
light-square bishop, which he often
has to fianchetto in analogy with the
Rubinstein Variation in the French
Defence, an operation that takes time
and allows White a persistent
initiative, based on his occupation of
e5 with a knight. However, despite the
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outward passivity of Black’s position,
the absence of pawn weaknesses
enables him, with accurate play, to
maintain the balance, as though con-
firming the philosophical thesis, that
drawbacks are sometimes the conse-
quence of virtues. This was sensed
most subtly by the World Champions,
and in the years when the variation
was being established, in the games of
Smyslov and Petrosian their oppo-
nents’ attempts to gain an advantage
by simple means were equally simply
parried by Black, as he imperceptibly
eroded White’s initiative. With the
development of more complicated
variations, Black was also able to find
counter-actions. Here are a few
examples from the early experience of
the World Champions.

Game 1
Matanovic-Petrosian
USSR v. Yugoslavia 1959

1 ed c6

2 d4 ds

3 Ac3 dxed
4 Hxed HNA7
5 O3 Defe
6 Nxfe+ Dxf6
7 fcd4 215
8 W;{;\Z

Matanovic Carries out the plan with
queenside castling (nowadays 8 0-0,
to support the knight at e5, is more
usual), being under no doubt that
Petrosian would have prepared for 8
fQeS5, where in the analogous 1957
match he had an unfortunate

experience in his game with Gligoric:
8...66 9 £b3 Kd6 10 We2 Hd7”!
(10..Wc7) 11 Rd2 a5? (11...DxeS) 12
&xf7!, and Black came under a strong
attack — cf. Game 38.

8 ... €6
9 Rg5 Ke7
10 000

’ x% %L%L
A AR
%/ /// /}%

/ﬁ.% >
08

ATA) WHAY
. s _E

10 ... Kg4!

Simplicity is the basis of beauty,
and the outwardly simple means, with
which  Petrosian  outplays  his
opponent, allow his play to be com-
pared with the strategic masterpieces
of Capablanca, the third World
Champion. With this exchange of
White’s most 1mPorLtant piece — the
knight, which was aiming for e5 — he
demonstrates a subtle understanding
of the position.

11 h3 £xf3
12 Wxf3 AHds
13 RKxe7

After 13 £d2 Black can launch a
counterattack: 13...b5 14 £b3 a5.
13 ... Wxe7
14 Xhel ‘
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. Even Bobby Fischer himself was
" unable to shake Petrosian’s position
(Bled 1961): 14 &bl Rd8 15 We4 b5
16 £d3 a5 17 ¢3 Wd6 18 g3 b4 19 c4

Hf6, and Black maintained the
balance.

14 ... 0-0

15 <bl Hads

16 £b3 Wite

17 We2?

White is labouring under an illu-
sion. Had he appreciated the change in
the situation, he would have ex-
changed queens by 17 Wxf6 Dxf6,
with prospects of a draw. But he is
still thinking about the initiative, as
indicated by his pawn offensive on the

kingside.
17 ... 247
18 ¢3 bs
19 g3 Hfds
20 14

It was not yet too late to think
about equalising with 20 £xd5.
20 ... b4

21 W
the sake of his

wav

For illusory

initiative, White allows a weakening
of his queenside pawns. Of course, 21
£xd5 HxdS 22 cxb4 was necessary.
21 ... bxc3
22 bxc3 5!
Now Black ?"rm s"éféés’ the
initiative. If 23 c4 he was intending
23...20b4! 24 dxc5 &d3.

23 Ees cxd4
24 &xd5 Exds
25 Hxds exd5s!

A further subtlety. Here the isolated
pawn is not a weakness, whereas after
25..8xd5 26 Hxd4 White can
successfully defend.

26 Hxd4 hé6
27 g4

27 Bxd5 loses to 27...Hb8+ 28

Lc2 Whe.

27 ... We7
28 W2 2bs+
29 bal Wa3
30 Wc2 He8
31 Eb4

Z A % /

?/4 //t% //
B KA
W // ////
31 ... d
Again a simple solution. By ex-
changing his d5 pawn for the pawn at

b=
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h3, Black takes play into a won queen

ending,.
32 Hxd4  Hel+
33 Rd1 Hxd1+
34 Wxdl  Wxc3+
35 <b1 Wxh3
36 a4 hs
37 gxh5 Wis+
38 b2 Wxf4
39 b3 Wfs
40 Sc4 <h7
41 Wad2 0-1
Game 2
Simagin-Smyslov
Moscow 1963
1 ed cb
2 d4 ds
3 A3 dxed
4 Dxed DA7
5 fcd Agf6
6 Dgs e6
7 He2

Fully in the manner of Vladimir
Simagin, who was a grandmaster with
an original style of play. The main
continuation is 7 We2.

7 ..7  hé
8 O3 £d6
9 00

9 f£f4 is also not dangerous:
9...8.xf4 10 Dxfa Wc7 11 Hd3 b5 12
£b3 ¢5 with complete equality.

9 ... We7
10 el

Usually this knight is played to g3.
At c3 it as though provokes Black into
trying to seize the initiative, which
Smyslov immediately does.

a8
o
%&% %gﬁ
¥ AW HEY
10 ... bs
11 £d3 b4
12 QDed DNxed
13 Sxed Hf6
14 £d3

Obviously, /w;thout good reason
White cannot concede the advantage
of the two bishops (14 We2 @xe4 15
Wxe4 2b7). But now Black imple-

ments ...c6-c5, the main strategic idea
of the variation.

14 ... 0-0

15 We2 b7

16 K42 c5

17 dxcS Wxc5

18 h3

Preventing the transition into an
endgame after 18 L¢3 Wh5, with the
threat of exchanges on f3.

18 ... es
19 fe3 Was
20 RKc4

If 20 &d2 there would have
followed 20...e4! 21 &\c4 (or 21 fic4
We5s) 21..Wd5 22 ©Dxd6 exd3 23 Wf3
Wxd6 24 Wxb7 dxc2 with advantage
to Black.
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20 ... Rac8
21 Erdi £b8
22 a2

If 22 £b3 Black has the good reply
22...Wc7 with the threat of 23...c4.

22 ... Wc7
23 Qb3 We6
24 13

A decision opening of the position,
clearing the a8-h1 diagonal.
25 fxed
After 25 f4 there could have
followed 25...a5 26 a4 £a6 27 Wf2
21fd8 28 Af1 (28 £b6 Kd6 29 Lxas
e3 30 Wxe3 He8 31 Wf2 He2 is
crushing) 28..4d5 with a positional
advantage for Black (Smyslov).
25 ... xed
26 D1 &Hfe!
It is important to retain control of
ds.
27 EHd4 as
28 Hadl  Qa6!
29 W
If 29 W12, then 29...ad is decisive,
since after 30 £d5 Hxd5 31 Hxds

Wxc2 White cannot play 32 £c5 on
account of 32...Exc5!

29 ... Wxf3
30 gxf3 Ke2
31 Hel fxf3
32 RKad4 Res
33 Hd2 £xb2
34 Hf2 Keb
35 f&xc6 Exc6
36 9g3 Ze8
37 &5 &h7
38 Refl Hxe3
39 &Hxe3 Kd4
40 el Re6
0-1
Game 3
Bronstein-Petrosian
Moscow 1967

1 ed c6

2 d4 ds

3 He3 dxed

4 Dxed DA7

5 c3 Hgf6

6 Dg3 €6

7 D3 c5

8 RKd3 cxd4

9 Hxd4 Re7

Nowadays the more active develop-
ment 9...8.c5 is normally preferred.

10 00 Des
11 fc2 fd7
12 XHel A
13 &Hf3 We7
14 We2 hé6

15 &d2 gs!?

One of Petrosian’s favourite stra-
tagems was to delay castling, with the
aim of saving as much time as
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possible for carrying out a concrete
plan. Here, with his king for the
moment out of reach, he begins an
attack on the kingside, but on this
occasion, as they say, it is a case of
diamond cut diamond. Bronstein
cleverly finds a way of keeping the
opponent’s king in the centre.

b

AANRGA
AT in A
=" 5
%% f///////% %7 ///;%
. K %@%

% % 2 8 Y
ABLAWA Y

16 Hacl!

In Nimzowitsch’s terminology, a
‘mysterious’ rook move: in the event
of 16...g4 17 §d4 &xd4 18 cxd4 it
comes alive.

16 ... Hds
17 b4 D4
18 RKxf4  gxf4
19 &Hfs!1?  Xf8

Petrosian believes in the impreg-
nability of his position, and the
exchange19...exf5 20 b5 Xg8 21 bxc6
£xc6 22 £xf5, which breaks up his
pawn structure, does not suit him.

20 bS De7
21 Dxe?

21 9e5! is more energetic.
21 ... Kxe7
22 Qes £d6

2
7

AR

7

i

7
& v
‘4

//////// Lt

23 Dx_T!

White begins a sudden attack, but
in surprising fashion Black finds
defensive resources.

23 ... ®xf7
24 2b3!  Xf6!

Observing these optimistic king
manoeuvres, one gains the feeling that
hovering over the position is the spirit
of the first World Champion Wilhelm
Steinitz, who used to assert that the
king was capable of defending itself.
Black parries the threat of 25 Rxe6+
fxe6 26 Wxe6+ g7 27 Wga+ &fS
28 Heé6.

25 HNcdl  Had8
26 Wgd4 Rhgs
27 Whs &7

28 fxe6 h7!

After 28...Rxe6 29 Kxe6 the linear
attack of the heavy pieces is decisive.

29 Wfs+  Xgé

30 W+  Hg7

31 WS+
By repeating moves Bronstein
acknowledges the brilliance of

Petrosian’s defence.
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31 ... ng6
34 W+ vy
Game 4
Parma-Smyslov
Lugano Olympiad 1968

1 e4 c6
2 d4 ds
3 &He3 dxed
4 SDxed HNA7
5 RKRcd @gf6
6 g5 €6
7 We2 Hb6
8 2d3 hé
9 OH53 5
10 dxc5
TAWEE
*7‘ /////7// /%7‘/4
N An

N\
N
&
N
\\

Y A2

// 2,

\N\
\
Lel

\
&W

10 ... Dbd7!

The exclamation mark is for
Smyslov’s invention. Before this only
10...8xc5 had been played.

11 %Des

On encountering a new idea, Parma

avoids the critical move 11 b4,
1 ... Hxes

12 Wxe5 Was+
13 Rkd2 WxcS
14 513 WxeS+
15 HxeS RS
16 Kb5+?!

This assists Black’s development.
The immediate 16 Ke2 is better.

16 ... Pe7
17 RKe2 . DNed
18 Hd3 2dé6
19 fe3 K47

31/1%*%
% %1/ f

P

_ %m%
%,%@% .,
dﬁé%ﬁ%&%

252

The lost tempo has also cost White
the initiative. The game is equal.

20 &d4 16
21 £f3 Kc6
22 0900 Xhc8
23 h4 b6
If 23..e5 there would have
followed 24 Rhel.
24 Rhel AT
25 RKegd 247
26 bl

In the event of 26 &b4 Black
maintains the balance by 26...2b3+.

26 ... Hxd3
27 Hxd3 esS
28 fxd7 xd”
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29 K3 L7
30 Hedl ads
31 fel ed4!?
Black is already fighting for the
initiative. If 32 Hd4 there follows
32...e5!

32
33
34
35
36

Hds
cd
dxds
hS
£d2
Yl

Re7
Bxds
2d6
Hes
K5



PART I: 5%\g5

1 e4 c6

2 d4 ds

3 &3 dxed
4 Hxed HA7
5

This paradoxical move was first
suggested by Igor Zaitsev during
preparations with Karpov for the 1980
World Championship Match against
Korchnoi. The idea is to regroup the
forces with the aim of occupying eS
with a knight, the bishop being
developed at d3, and without the loss
of time (that occurs after 5 £.c4). The
point is that Black cannot tolerate for
long the knight on its aggressive post
at g5, and is forced to assist the
manoeuvre g5-f3-e5, where it will
be supported by the other knight.

The solidity of this manoeuvre is
reinforced tactically. Black cannot
immediately drive the knight away
with 5..h6? on account of the

possible sacrifice 6 &e6! WaS+ 7
£d2 Wb6 8 £d3, and now 8...fxe6?
fails to 9 Wh5+ €d8 10 £a5, winning
the queen (Nunn-Kir.Georgiev, Lin-
ares 1988), while if 8..2gf6 White
has the promising piece sacrifice 9
Df3 fxe6 10 Kgb+ Rd8 11 He5 with
a strong attacking position, since it is
not easy for Black to develop his
pieces.

Black’s main replies are 5...2gf6
(Chapters 1-3) and 5...2)df6 (Chapter
4).

After 5...0b6 the knight does not
participate in the battle for the centre,
and this allows White to gain control
of the central squares: 6 D13 g6, and
now:

%
Yy
5

%171
7
% %

_
oK

w G EOE
amns i

(@) 7 c3 &g7 8 Wb3 Hh6 9 Ke2
0-0 10 0-0 &f5 11 Rd1 Wc7 12 g3
&d6 with an equal game (Van der
Wiel-Karpov, Amsterdam 1988);

(b) 7 £d3 £g7 8 0-0 &Dh6 9 Hel
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Wc7 10 ¢3 &5 (or 10...0-0 11 He5!
ds 12 W3 D5 13 Wh3t) 11 Hed
Dgd 12 h3 Kxed 13 Hxed D6 14
K4 Wd8 15 He2 DbdS 16 LeS5 with
a clear positional advantage (Britton-
Arkell, British Ch 1992),

(c) 7 h4 (this flank attack is also
possible) 7...@2h6 (7...h6 is risky: 8

Dxf71? @xf7 9 De5+ g7 10 h5Y) 8
hS £.g4 9 hxg6 hxg6 10 Hxh6! Lxh6
(10..2xh6? is bad on account of 11
Dxf7! &xf7 12 Des5+) 11 Dxf7 Lxf7
12 He5+ g7 13 Wxgs Wd6 14 f4!
Haf8 15 £d2 Zf6 16 000 with a
dangerous attack for the sacrificed ex-
change (Ulibin-Lokotar, USSR 1988).



1: 5...2gf6 6 £d3 e6 7 D113 £d6 8 0-0

1 ed c6

2 d4 ds

3 &3 dxed
4 Hxed A7

5 Dgs gf6

,,,,,,

g%;g %a/

The main and most natural reply.
6 Kd3

6 Lcd is considered in Chapters
5-8 under the move order 5 Sc4 Dgf6
6 Dg5.

6 D13 e6 7 Kd3 transposes into
the main line. It should be mentioned
that, as in many other instances
examined below, here too 6..h6 is
risky. For example, Demarre-Andruet,
France 1989, continued 7 He6 fxe6 8
£.d3 Was5+9 £d2 Wh5 10 We2 g5 11
gd4! Dxgd 12 De5 Ddxe5 13 dxes
Hg8 14 000 with a very strong
attack for White.

6 ... eb

Without first completing his

development, it is practically imposs-

ible for Black to drive the knight
away painlessly, since White is able
to develop a dangerous attack by
sacrificing his knight on €6:

6...h6?! 7 De6! Was+ 8 Rd2 Wb6
9 O3 fxe6 10 L6+ &d8 11 0-0
c5?! (more cautious is 11..Wc7 12
Zel b6 13 c4 b7 14 De5 Hxe5 15
dxe5 &Hd7 16 Kfat, Malinin,
Poleschuk) 12 c4 cxd4 13 &xd4 e5
(13..Wxd4 14 Ka5+) 14 ¢5! DHxc5 15
£a5 and White won (Tall-Oll, Riga
1986).

6...c52! 7 DIf3 cxd4 (7..Wb6 8
He5" 8 0-0 h6?! (the drawbacks to
8..Wb6 were revealed by Tal-
Meduna, Germany 1989: 9 ¢4 6 10
Rel Ke77! 11 Dxf7! Wc7 12 Kxe6
&)c5 13 Kc4 with a clear advantage to
White, but even after the superior
10...8b4 11 DxF7! Kxel 12 Hxh8
£b4 13 ©xd4 he still has the advan-
tage) 9 De6! Wb6 10 Hel &S5 11
Dxc5 Wxe5 12 Hxd4 a6 13 c3 e6 14
L4 Re7 15 K2 £d7 16 5! with a
strong attack (Tseshkovsky-Khalif-
man, Tashkent 1987).

6..Wc7 7 DIf3 (7 De2 is insuf-
ficient for an advantage: 7...e6 8 Rf4
£d6 9 Wd2 £xf4 10 DHxf4 0-0 11
0-0-0 e5=, Nunn-Tal, Skelleftea
1989, although 9..e5! was more
vigorous) 7..h6 8 De6 fxe6 9 Lgb+
£d8 10 0-0 Wd6! (10..b62 11 g3!
£b7 12 £f4+, De Firmian) 11 We2
(interesting is 11 ¢4 ¢5 12 De5 DxeSs
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13 dxe5 Wxdl 14 Hxdi+ &c7 15
£f4!, when it is not apparent how
Black can complete his development
without losing material, Malinin,
Poleschuk) 11...4)d5 12 Hes5 Dxe5 13
dxe5 Wb4 14 c4 Hb6 15 Rd1+ Kd7
16 Le3 with advantage to White
(Lauk-Lokotar, Eesti 1992).

6..0b6 7 DI1f3 h6?! (7..RKgd is
better: 8 h3 Kxf3 9 Hxf3t) 8 Hxf7!
Pxf7 9 DeS+ g8 10 Kgb feb 11
0-0 @cd 12 f4 §d6 13 5 with an
attack.

The fianchetto plan 6...g6 weakens
the kingside, allowing White to make
use of his knight at g5, e.g. 7 D113
L.g7 8 We2 0-0 9 h4 h6 (the attack is
also unpleasant after 9..h5 10 Qe5
Dxes5 11 dxe5 HdS5 12 e6 5 13 g4!)
10 hS! ©xh5 11 g4 Dhfe 12 Heb!
fxe6 13 Wxe6+ Hf7 14 Lxg6 W8 15
g5 Nd5 16 gxh6 He5 17 Kh7+ 1-0
(W.Watson-Meduna, Prague 1992).

7 D13 Kdé

X 2¥We X
Ty LY FY FY

/1%;% |
> /
»

\

\

- //.@.//, //
amal [

?1 2

Black must keep a close watch on
the attacking mechanism of the £d3
and g5, which may go into

operation in the event of the
weakening move ...h7-h6:

7...h6 8 Dxe6, and now:

(a) 8...fxe6 9 Kgb+ Le7, when all
the same the king has go pass through
the d8 square, and White develops his
forces, maintaining an attack with 10
L4 (also possible is 10 0-0 Wc7 11
Nes5! HxeS 12 &fa4 Hfd7 13 Whs
&d8 14 dxe5 Re7 15 Hadl Hf8 16
8 f7+, Malinin, Poleschuk, but if
White plays 11 Xel, then after
11...&d8! Black can defend — cf.
Game 5, Wolff-Granda Zuniga, New
York 1992) 10...Wa5+ 11 ¢3 &d8 12
0-0 Re7 13 Hel O3 14 £d3 &d7 15
Hes5 Lc8 16 ba Wb6 17 &f7 and
White’s initiative fully compensates
for the sacrificed piece (McDonald-
Summerscale, London 1994);

(b) 8..We7 9 0-0 fxe6 10 Lgb+
&d8, when we consider:

CITE B
%x%mw £
AT ARY

» %
7

0

W V/ //
» 1 /@/,
&%&/ %&.

(b1) 11 &4, when:

(bl1) 11...Wb4 12 a3 Wxb2? 13
We2 Hd5 14 £d2 and Black was in
difficulties (Geller-Meduna, Sochi
1986), but 12..Wb6 13 c4 Ke7 14 c5



5..%9gf6 6 Rd3 e6 7 DIf3 Rd6 8 0-0 19

Wxb2 was more accurate, and
therefore 12 We2!+ would have been
stronger (Rogers);

(b12) 11..b5 (to prevent c2-c4)
was played by Kasparov in his famous
game with the computer Deep Blue
(New York 1997), but after 12 a4!
&b7 13 Hel &Dd5 14 2g3 &c8 15
uxb5 cxbS 16 Wd3 £.c6 17 &f5 exfS
18 Hxe7 £xe7 19 c4 he resigned;

(b13) 11...20d5! 12 Lg3 Wbd 13
Hel (or 13 We2 Re7 14 c4 Q5b6 15
Hes5 2f8 16 a3 Wad 17 D7+ Exf7 18
&xf7 Wxc4 and Black defends,
Gallagher-Miralles, Geneva 1988)
13..8e7 14 We2 £f6 15 c4 De7 16
a3! Wb3 17 Kd3 &f5? (correct was
17..)f8 18 Hadl £d7 19 De5 Ke8,
successfully defending) 18 Kxf5!
exf5 19 We6! Wb6 20 c5 Hixcs5 21
Wd6+! with a winning position
(Chandler-Hiibner, Biel 1987);

(b2) 11 c4! Wd6 12 We2 Wc7 13
Jd1! £d6 14 He5 Rf3 15 L4 with a
complete bind (Leko-Bakhtadze, Las
Palmas 1995) — Game 6.

7. Wc7?! 8 We2 h6 9 Rg6! (a hint
that Black’s f7 is inadequately defen-
ded) 9...hxg5 10 Kxf7+ Ld8 (after
10..2xf7 11 Dxgs+ g6 12 Wd3+
the king is drawn out of its shelter) 11
DxgsS Db6 12 g3! (weaker is 12
£xe6?! Hxh2! 13 0-0 BhS as in Van
der Wiel-Karpov, Amsterdam 1987)
12..8d7 13 &xe6 Le8 14 &5 &f7
15 214 We7 16 Wxe7+ xe7 17 00
£¢8 18 b3! and White creates
dangerous threats (Van der Wiel).

7..8e7 8 We2 (the practically
unexplored 8 @xf7!? also comes into

consideration: 8...&xf7 9 g5+ g8
10 Dxe6 Kb+ 11 of1! We7 12 D7
Hb6 13 Hxa8 Hxa8 14 ¢3 with the
better chances for White) 8..h6 9
Hixe6 fxe6 10 Lg6+ L8 11 00 (not
11 Wxe6? Was+ 12 &d2 WdsH
11..8b6 (or 11..£d6 12 He5 We7
13 f4 g8 14 £d2 D8 15 L7+ with
a strong attack, Nadanian-Sedrakian,
Armenia 1992) 12 &eS! with a
dangerous initiative for White:

(a) 12..2g8 13 c4! (13 ad?! £d7
14 a5 HbdS=, Z.Almasi-Kumaran,
Kopavogur 1994) 13..8d7 14 £e3
£e8 15 L¢2 with dangerous threats
(Z.Almasi);

(b) 12..Wc7 13 c4 £d7 14 L4
Wc8 15 Racl (weaker is 15 Xfel £e8
16 fxe8 Wxe8 17 Wd3 Wh5! 18
D6+ f7 19 Hixh8+ Hxh8 20 Wb3
Zd8F, Chandler-Arkell, London
1988) 15...8.e8 16 Hc3 &bd7 17 Hg3
&xeS 18 dxe5 Dd7 19 Wgd with an
attack for White (Karpov).

White’s

restricts
although even here

This move
possibilities,
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accurate play is demanded of Black.
The main continuation 8 We2 is
considered in Chapters 2 and 3.

8 ... hé6
9 Hed DNxed
10 £xed 00

The plan with queenside castling
comes seriously into consideration:

10..2016 11 £d3 b6 12 Hel £b7
13 b3 Wc7 14 £b2 c5 15 dxc5 Wxc5
16 Kxf6 gxf6 17 fKed 0-0-0 with
equal chances (Emms-Tisdall, Gaus-
dal 1996).

10..Wc7 11 Zel b6 12 b3 £b7 13
£b2 0-0-0 14 We2 b8 15 £d3?! ¢5
16 dxc5 @xc5 and Black stands better
(Emms-Speelman, Britain 1996).

11 ¢3 e5

White also retains a solid initiative
after 11...¢5 12 £.c2 Wc7 13 Hel Ed8
14 h3 &f6 15 We2 cxd4 16 Dxd4
£h2+ 17 &hl £f4 18 &b5 Wb 19
a4! (Kamsky-Karpov, Tilburg 1991).

12 &c2 Hes8
13 Eel exd4
14 Hxe8+ Wxe8
15 Wxd4 We7

X2
%L/QWL%
% // %/ /?///
% ////@%
ARG

Although the position looks quiet,
Black has a hard job to equalise, since
he is behind in development. Thus if
15..We2 White has the unpleasant
manoeuvre 16 £d2! &c5 17 Wh4
We7 18 Kg5, while after 15..8c5
Black has to reckon with an attack on
h6: 16 Wha D 17 Lxh6! gxh6 18

Hel (Gallagher-Huss, Switzerland
1994).

16 Kf4 L.xf4

17 Wxf4a O

Weaker is 17...5)f6?! 18 Hel Re6
19 £b3.
18 Hel Le6
19 &d4 He8
Or 19..Hd8 20 h4 with the init-
iative for White (Kasparov-Karpov,
Amsterdam 1988) — Game 7.
Smirin-Khalifman (Moscow 1989)
now continued 20 g3 Wds 21 Hdl
£h3! 22 93 We7 23 Wd6 We2 24
Wd3 We6 25 £b3 Wf6 with equal
chances.
More energetic was 20 Dxe6!?
Dxe6 21 Wed with a slight but endur-
ing advantage for White (Khalifman).

Game 5
Wolff-Granda Zuniga
New York 1992

1 e4 c6
2 d4 ds
3 AHd2
In recent years this move has been
played much more often that 3 &c3.
Since all the same Black has no better
reply than 3...dxe4, White effectively
excludes the plan with 3...g6,



5..9gf6 6 Kd3 e6 7 DIf3 £.d6 8 0-0 21

followed (after e4-e5) by the attack on
his centre by ...c6-c5, which can now
he neutralised by c2-c3. It is worth
mentioning that this plan, introduced
by grandmaster Gurgenidze, was
successfully employed by Petrosian
against Fischer in the 1970 ‘Match of

the Century’.
3 ... dxed
4 Hxed HA7
5 £4d3 dDgf6
6 &Dgs 6
7 D13 hé

//////

A committing move, provoking the
following knight sacrifice.

8 Hxe6  fxe6
9 Lg6+ Re7
10 00

10 £f4, controlling the h2-b8
diagonal, is stronger — cf. the analysis.

10 ... We7
11 ZHel Hds
12 c4

White is aiming for a complete
bind. After 12 Hxe6 £2d6 Black
threatens 13..4f8 and so White is
forced to retreat.

12 ... Lbd
13 He2 18
14 Des Sxg6
15 %xg6  He8
16 <5 £a5?

As Granda Zuniga rightly in-
dicated, Black should have cleared his
own pieces that were obstructing his
king: 16..Wf7! 17 He5 Wh5 18 Dca
b5 19 &eS Kd7 20 a4 bxad 21 Hxad
a5 22 f3 He7, and White’s attack does
not compensate for the sacrificed
piece.

i Sy 2 2
%7 7 %7 %7 7 //////AV
AR T BEAY
2 2w g
17 Wa4 Nds
18 &es 247
19 a3 b5
20 We2 Wb
21 Wn7 fe7
22 Wixg7  fxeS
23 HOxe5 D8
24 £xhé Wc7
25 f&d2 b7
26 ad?!

The three pawns fully compensate
for the knight, and their rapid advance
by 26 h4!? would have given White
very real chances.

26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38

We3
Wd3
Hael
L85
hd
g3

f4
&2
fxe7
W3
Hi1e3
Rd3

as
Hg8
b4
Eh8
Hags8
W8
WS
W7
De7
Wxe7
Wf6
Qg7
Ke8
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39 EHde3 217
40 f5?

An oversight in time trouble. After
40 d5! cxdS 41 We2 White would
have broken through to the enemy
king.

40 ... £h5
41 Hxe6
White has to reconcile himself to

the loss of the exchange, since 41

W42 fails to 41...2g4.
41 ... Wxe6
42 Exe6 £xf3
43 &xf3  Znhg8
44 f6 Hxg3+
45 &f4  B8ga+
46 <Les Hxh4
47 He7+  Fab
48 f7 B3
49 He6 Bxf7
50 Hxc6+ a7
51 dS Be7+
52 <dé6 Heh7

0-1
Game 6

Leko-Bakhatdze
Las Palmas 1995

1 ed c6

2 d4 ds

3 &3 dxed

4 Hxed NA7

5 &g5 Dgf6

6 £4d3 6

7 H1f3 hé6

8 Hxe6 We7

9 00 fxe6
10 g6+ &d8
11 c4!?

A new move. Before this 11 &f4

used to be played.
1 ... Wde

It is not easy for Black to develop
his pieces. After the more ‘active’
11...Wb4 Leko was intending 12 We2
£d6 13 Des5 Hf3 14 £d2!, including
his bishop in the attack with gain of

time.
12 We2 We7
13 Hdi £d6
14 Hes 18
15 2f4

e

////// 3
CWH,
f ¥ ”_

15 ... £xe5?!
After this it is not possible to free
the king,.
15...b6 was better, not fearing 16
c5 &xes, while 16 &7+ can be met
by 16..Bxf7 17 £xd6 Wxd6 18
L£.xf7 DF8 or 18...Le7.

16 dxes Hg8
17 £g3  Wb6
18 Wgd! 5

Or 18...2¢7 19 Wxe6 c5, when 20
8d6 is again decisive.
19 Hdé
20 XHadi

Wxb2
Le7



5..9\gf6 6 243 e6 7 9)1f3 £.d6 8 00 23

21 Wxe6 Ddf6
22 Xd7+! 1-0
Game 7

Kasparov-Karpov
Amsterdam 1988

1 ed c6

2 d4 ds

3 Hd2 dxed
4 Dxed HDA7

5 4gs Def6
6 £d3 e6

7 DI £d6

8 00

One of the first famous clashes
between the twelfth and the thirteenth
World Champions takes place on a
reserve field. The main continuation is
8 We2.

22 Dxeb

7 Z

. K %
'’y /L%

.%zw@% .
o %’%

%
%7 @ //
%é%

4

-

,,,,,

&ﬁﬁ%

7 ////

/
.

22 ... fxe6?!
White’s symbolic advantage now
assumes real proportions, and it is
instructive to follow the World Cham-
pion’s technique in capitalising on it.
After the natural 22..%xe6 23 Wed

8 ... h6 &\f8 Black would have maintained the
9 Qed Axed status quo.
10 fxed 0-0 23 Wgd Wd2
As shown in the analysis, the plan 24 Lb3 &h8
with queenside castling can also be 25 He2 Wde
considered. 26 g3 a6
11 ¢3! es 27 g2 Zes
12 R¢2 He8 28 He3 He7
13 el exd4 29 Hf3 Xa7
14 Hxe8+ Wxe8 30 Whs  We7
15 VWxd4 We7 31 Wes
16 £f4 Lxf4 The key to Black’s position is now
17 Wxf4  Of apparent — it is the f7 square, and by
18 Hel Le6 subtle manoeuvring Kasparov has
19 ©d4  Ed8 added a spatial advantage to his
After 19...He8 White can maintain  positional one. The invasion on f7 is
a slight advantage by 20 &xe6!? yetto come.
Dxe6 21 Wed. 31 Xds
20 h4 Wes 32 a4 bS
21 He3 Wde 33 Wed4 - W7
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34 Hf4 c5
35 W3 Wd6
36 axb5s axb5s
37 Rm Xbs
38 Xa7 b4
39 2c2 bxe3
40 bxc3 Wes
41 X7

First 41 c4!? is also useful.
41 ... Hh7
42 Vg4 dg8
43 He7 AV L
4 W3 c4
45 SRed <h8
46 K.c6! Hh7

iy

/%//%
//ﬁ%x/
>

W
% %
/@%,
%

/////
/

47 WM
The decisive queen invasion. After
1e exchange of rooks the difference

in the strength of the minor pieces
becomes more apparent in view of the

€6 pawn.

47 ... NS

48 XHe8 Hxe8
49 fLxe8 Dh7
50 £47 AV

51 fLxe6 hS

52 Rxc4 Wed+

After 52..Wxc3 53 WS+ ©h7 54

Wcs! in view of the threat of 55
L8+ Black is again forced to con-
cede space.
53 <&h2 Sh7?!

53..Wf3 is more active, although
after 54 Wf8+ &h7 55 Wc5 the
defence would have merely been
prolonged.

Now, however, White combines
threats to the enemy king with the
advance of his c-pawn.

54 We6 W3
55 Wel  Ogd+
56 gl Wco
57 2d3+ g6

58 We7+ <h6
59 Red Whe
60 W8+ &h7
61 Wi+ hé6
62 c4 Wa6
63 ¢S5 1-0



2: 8 We2 h6 9 Hed Hxed 10 Wxed HHf6

1 ed c6

2 d4 ds

3 &c3 dxed

4 Dxed Nd7

5 &gs5 Dgf6
6 &d3 e6

7 9HIf3 fd6

8 We2

//////

/,/ éf%
/%?/////J

oVl
&%ﬁ%%%&%
5 & =

White prepares queenside castling
and takes control of the e5 square,
restricting the possibility of Black
freeing his queen’s bishop by means
of ...e6-e5.

8 ... hé
9 Hed

Here the knight sacrifice no longer
works: 9 Dxe6?! fxe6 10 Lgo+ de7
11 0-0 Df8 12 £d3 Kd7 13 Des
We8 14 f4 &d8 15 c4 Lc7 16 Kd2
Hc8, and Black successfully evacuates
his king (Arnason-Ostenstad, Torsh-
avn 1987).

9 ... Dxed

10 Wxed

After the capture on e4 with the
queen Black is no longer able to carry
out the freeing move ...e6-e5 and is
obliged to switch to ...c6-c5.

10 L xed is harmless: 10...Wc7 11
£d2 b6 12 0-0-0 £b7 13 c4 0-0-0
14 Rc3 Rhe8 15 Rhel &f6 16 Lc2
¢S5 with equal chances (Roiz-
Speelman, Oviedo 1992).

10 ... &\f6

The other fashionable continuation
10...Wc7 is considered in Chapter 3.

Also deserving of a special mention
is 10...c5, a move which Karpov,
keenly seeking defensive resources,
has recently employed several times:

73
4 a//m//v
7 kA B
. &
24"

i
x Bamom
N

AT
7//

0

Z3

(a) 11 Kd2 Wc7 (weaker is 11...
D6 12 £b5+ £47 13 Wxb7 Xb8 14
£xd7+ Hxd7 15 Wa6t, Psakhis-
Meduna, Trnava 1988) 12 0-0 ¢4 13
Le2 06, and after 14 Wha £d47 15
Des5 Kxe5 16 dxe5 Wxes 17 K13 00
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3 Rxb7 Hab8! 19 £f4 Wbs 20
xb8 Hxb8 21 &f3 Wxb2 Black’s
stivity fully compensates for his
ight material deficit (Z.Almasi-
arpov, Tilburg 1996);

(b) 11 0-0 &\f6 (11..Wc7 12 Wgd
'f8, Illescas-Karpov, Dos Hermanas
797, leads to a position considered in
hapter 3, p.43), and now:

(b1) 12 2b5+ e7 13 We2 Wc7 14
«c5 Wxc5 (14...8xc5 15 Des+) 15
€3 Wc7 16 &d4 Rd8 (Topalov-
arpov, Dos Hermanas 1997), and
though in the end Black managed to
:fend himself, White’s chances look
itter;

(b2) 12 Wh4 (a more natural move,
-actically ruling out the possibility of
lack castling kingside in view of the
reatened bishop sacrifice at h6)
)...cxd4 (at the tournament in Dort-
und, 1997, Karpov played 12...Wc7
rainst Ivanchuk, and although after
} Hel Rd7 14 Rg5 Ke7 15 dxc5
xc5 16 De5+ he eventually gained a
aw, his position was very dubious)
} Hel! Rd7 14 ©Hxd4 (we must also
ention the game Shabalov-Gulko,
SA Ch 1996, where after 14 £d2
c7 15 Had1 0-0-0 16 Wxd4 Wc5 17
e3 Wxd4 18 Kxd4 White obtained
e better ending) 14...Wa5 15 RKe3,
i«d Black was unable to cope with the
sulting problems (Lautier-Karpov,
iel 1997) — Game 8.

11 We2

The aggressive 11 Wh4 is also
metimes played:

(a) attempts to simply — 11...\Wa5+
r 11..4d5 12 Wxd8+ &xd8 13 ¢3

&e7) 12 £d2 WhS 13 WxhS HxhS 14
DeS 0-0 15 0-0-0 ¢5 16 g4 &6 17
g5! give White the better ending
{(Hector-Hodgson, London 1991);

(b) 11..e7!, when the threat of
...g7-g5 forced White to sacrifice a
pawn by 12 &e5 (nothing is achieved
by 12 &Hd2 g5 13 Wh3 e5 or 12 &4
£b4+) 12..8xe5 13 dxeS WaS+ 14
c3 Wxe5+ 15 Re3 b6 (15...c5 16 0-0-0
g5 17 Wg3! Wxg3 18 hxg3t) 16 0-0-0
g5 with sharp play (Kamsky-Karpov,
Dortmund 1993) — Game 9.

%L%'
/;%
7

»
%

/
%@%

_
0

B

a%a/w%é/

re=

11 ... b6

Black mobilises his queenside,
preparing for the possibility of
removing his king there. After
kingside castling he risks coming
under an attack in view of the
weakening h6, with the white g-pawn
being assigned the role of a battering-
ram:

11...c5 12 dxc5 £xc5 (12...Was5+!?
13 £d2 Wxc5t) 13 RKd2 00
(13..Wb6 14 0-0-0!? Lxf2 15 Khfl
£c5 16 De5 with a dangerous
initiative for the pawn) 14 0—0-0 Wc7



8We2 h6 9 Ded Dxed 10 Wxes D6 27

(14...b5 15 g4 &d5 16 Bhgl Wc7 17
De5 b4 18 g5 hxgs 19 Hxg5 5 20
Hdglt, Benjamin-Arkell, Reykjavik
1990) 15 g4 e5 (15...0xg4 16 Hdfl+t)
16 g5 hxgs 17 fxgs ed! 18 Kxed
He8 19 L.xf6 W4+ 20 HHd2 Wxf6 21
WhS £d4 22 c3 Hxed! 23 Hxed
Wf4+ with a double-edged game
(Smirin-Kharitonov, Svedlovsk 1987).

11...Wc7 12 £d2 00 13 0-0-0 ¢5
14 g4 &§d5 15 g5 D4 16 Kxfa
Lxfa+ 17 &bl cxd4 18 Hhgl e5 19
gxh6 £xh6 20 &Hxe5 with the better
chances for White (Malishauskas-Oll,
Vilnius Zonal 1993).

In this last variation Black can also
consider a fashionable method of de-
fence, whereby he ‘sacrifices’ castling
for the sake of activity in the centre:
11...%¢c7 12 £d2 b6, and now:

(@) 13 De5 c5!? 14 Kb5+ de7 15
c3 £b7 16 0-0 Ehd8 17 f4 Hed 18
fe3 &8 19 Hael g8 20 Wg4 cxd4!
(20..5f62! 21 Wg3t, Kamsky-
Anand, Dos Hermanas 1996) 21 cxd4
5! 22 Wg6 KdS with an equal game
(Kasparov);

(b) 13 0-0-0 b7 14 HeS, trans-
posing into variation 2.1.

12 £d2 £b7
13 000
White can also consider the

preparatory 13 @e5 Wc7 (13..c5 14
dxc5 £xc5 15 f4+) 14 f4!, deferring
castling:

(a) 14...c5 15 dxc5 (if 15 £b5+2!
Le7=) 15..Wxc5 (the alternatives
15...2xc5 16 0-0-0 and 15...8xe5 16
fxe5 @d7 17 cxb6 axb6 18 L¢3
favour White) 16 0-0—0 0-0 17 &bl

Rfd8 18 Hhel Hac8 19 g4 £xe5 20
fxe5 @ed! 21 Kcl! (White loses after
21 fKxe4? Lxed 22 Wxe4 Hd4 23
We2 Wxc2+ 24 &al Zcd8) 21...Wb4
22 Lal DeS 23 ¢3, and after the
necessary prophylaxis it transpired
that White’s attack was the more
dangerous (Tiviakov-Adams, Wijk
aan Zee 1996);

(b) 14...0-0-0 15 0-0-0 c5 16 dxc5
£Kxc5 17 Ka6 Hd5 18 Kxb7+ Wxb7
19 Ke3 Kxe3+ 20 Wxe3 Rhd8 21
Wc3+ Hc5 22 Exd8+ xd8 23 Hdl+
&e8 24 Wg3, and the dominating
position of White’s knight at e5 gives
him the advantage (Leko-Bacrot,

Erevan Olympiad 1996);
(c) 14...0-0 15 0-0-0 c5 16 Hhgl
cxd4 17 g4 with an attack.
13 ... W7

- // ////

7 ¥ Y //”

M;M%W?&/

%/ //g g %

The two sides have almost com-
pleted the mobilisation of their forces,
although Black has not yet determined
the position of his king. Here three
practically equivalent continuations
are encountered: 14 QeS (2.1), 14
Zhet (2.2) and 14 b1 (2.3).
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2.1 (1 e4c62ddd53 De3 dxed
4 Dixed D7 5 Dg5 Dgf6 6 £.d3
e6 7 D1f3 2.d6 8 We2 h6 9 Ded
Dxed 10 Wxed Df6 11 We2 b6
12 £d2 £b713 000 WC7)

14 Hes
White immediately occupies eS,
nd if he should succeed in consol-
lating the position of his knight, he
1ay be able to develop an unpleasant
\itiative.

For example: 14...0-0-0 15 4! c5
6 dxc5 £xc5 17 b1 b8 18 Rhel
519 h3 h4 20 La6! Lxa6 21 Wxab
12 22 Hfl £¢3 23 Wad and White’s
entralised knight, controlling the
reakened light squares in the black
osition, gives him the advantage (De
irmian-Spiridonov, Lugano 1989).

14 ... c5

An equally energetic reply. Black
islodges the support from under the
night and hopes to slip away with his
ing via f8.

15 Kbs+
16 dxc5

De7

Maintaining the momentum. After
16 £f4 2hd8 17 Ehel £d5 the game
is level.

16 ... Wxcs

After 16...2.xe5? 17 cxb6 WcS 18
Wxe5! Wxe5 19 2b4+ the Kking
succumbs.

17 a3

Again a pseudo-sacrifice of the
knight (17...Wxe5? 18 Wxe5 &xeS5 19
£b4+) — it is important to detain the
king in the centre. In the event of 17
£c3 Zhd8 18 £d4 Wc7 19 EHhel
$f8! 20 ¢3 a6! 21 £d3 b5
(21...8.¢5!? 22 Rxc5+ Wxc5 23 f4 bS
is also interesting) 22 &bl b4 23 Hc4
Lc5 the king is safe and Black has
adequate counterplay (Leko-Karpov,
Dortmund 1995).

The tactical 17 £.¢6 (17...2xc6? 18
£b4!) is parried by 17...Kac8! 18
fe3 Wxe5 19 £xb7 Hc7 20 RKab
Kc5 21 Kxc5+ Wxc5 (Leko).

17 ... We7
17...a5 weakens Black’s queenside
pawn pair: 18 Rc3 Xhd8 (18..8d5
19 Rhel Ehc8 20 f3 &f8 21 bl



8We2 h6 9 Ded Grxed 10 Wxed D6 29

Wc7 22 Qd4 Hd8 23 WL,
Ivanchuk-Karpov, Monaco 1996) 19
£.d4 Wc7 20 HHcd Lc5 21 KeS with
strong pressure for White (Anand-
Karpov, Monaco Blind 1996).

18 2f4 &ds

The reinforcement 18...2hd8 is too
late: 19 Bd4 £d5 (19..f8 20 &bl
a6 21 Bxd6! Hxd6 22 &cd e5 23
Wxe5 axb5 24 Wxd6+ Wxd6 25 HHxd6
Kxg2 26 Hgl Kh3 27 &Hxb5 and
White wins a pawn, Ye Jiangchuan-
Schlosser, Groningen 1996) 20 Ehd1
&f8 21 &bl with advantage to White
— 22 c4 followed by &xf7 is threat-
ened (Sutovsky-Nisipeanu, Columbia
1996).

But in the recent game Istratescu-
Nisipeanu (Bucharest 1997) after
18...£d5!? 19 Dc6+ (doubling rooks
on the d-file should perhaps have been
considered) 19...&f8 20 RKxd6+
Wxd6 21 He5 WS 22 14 g6 23 Hhfl
h5 (to prevent g2-g4) Black gained
equal chances.

The eighth game of the Kamsky-
Karpov match (Elista 1996) now
continued 19 Rg3 &hd8 20 Xd4! with
active piece play for White — cf.
Game 10.

2.2 (1 e4 c6 2 d4 d5 3 Hc3 dxed
4 Dxed N7 5 Dg5 Dgf6 6 K.d3
€6 7 D13 2d6 8 We2 h6 9 Hed
Hxed 10 Wxed Df6 11 We2 b6
12 £d2 £b7 13 0-0-0 Wc7)

14 Xhel
White calmly
position.

strengthens  his

14 0-0-0
14...0-0 looks risky, but in Game

11 (Kamsky-Karpov, 12th Match
Game, Elista 1996) Black succeeded
in parrying White’s attack: 15 g4 ¢5
16 g5 hxgS 17 &xg5 L4 18 h4?!
Had8! with a good game. Ftacnik
recommends as better 18 dxc5 bxcS
19 Rgl, and if 19...2xh2 20 f4!
£xgl 21 Hxgl Hfd8 22 Wh2 with an
attack for White.
15 Raé bs!

Forestalling  White’s  possible
activity associated with c2-c4 after
15..£xa6 16 Wxa6+ b8 17 We2,
although even here Black’s defensive
resources are quite adequate:

(@) 17...20d5 18 c4 &f4 19 Wfl
and White’s chances are only slightly
preferable (A.Sokolov-Karpov, Bel-
fort 1988) — Game 12;

(b) 17..Xhe8 18 &bl &Hd7 19 c4
e5 20 dxe5 &xe5 and Black equalises
(Kuczynski-Sapis, Polish Ch 1989).

15..Xhe8 16 De5 KLxeS5 17 dxes
Ods 18 Kxb7+ Wxb? is more
passive, and here in Woda-Sapis
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(Polish Ch 1989) White could have
maintained his initiative with 19 Wg4!
16 Lxb7+ Fxb7
17 b1 a8

And now:

18 Hcl1 Hb8 19 c4 bxcd 20 Hxcd
Zbs 21 Wd3 Zhb8 with counterplay
for Black (McDonald-Hodgson, Brit-
ish Ch 1990);

18 &c1 Wb7 19 &d2 £b4 20 3
£.d6 21 Qb3 Ad5 with equal chances
(Chandler-Adams, Blackpool 1990).

2.3 (1 ed4 ¢62 d4 d5 3 D3 dxed
4 Dxed DA77 5 @gs Hgf6 6 £.d3
€6 7 D113 £d6 8 We2 h6 9 Ded
xed 10 Wxed D6 11 We2 b6
12 £d2 £b7 13 00-0 Wc7)

14 &bl

White is not in a hurry to disclose
his plans, since it is not easy for Black
to free himself,

14 ... 0-0-0

Recently 14...2d8, whereby Black
Joes not hurry with castling, has
become fashionable. He can success-

fully oppose the plan of positional
pressure:

(a) 15 c4 00, and now:

(al) 16 g4, when the open nature of
the position allows Black counterplay:
16...8f4! 17 De5 £xd2 18 HExd2 (18
Wxd2 Exd4 19 £h7+ &HHxh7 20 Wxd4
c5F) 18..Kxd4 19 Hgl ¢5 20 g5 Des
with a complicated game (Z.Almasi);

(a2) 16 Rc3 Rfe8 (if 16...\We7?!
White attacks with 17 g4 c5 18
Hhgl!, Z.Almasi-Adams, Groningen
1995, but 16...c5 is possible — 17
Hhel Hfe 18 dxc5 Lxc5 19 QDes,
Aseev-Epishin, Russia 1997, and now
Aseev suggests 19...&f8!7 20 g4
Dixgd 21 Wxgd £5 22 W6 W7 with
an equal position) 17 @e5 (here too
17 g4 is premature: 17...c5 18 Rhgl
Kxf3 19 Wxf3 cxd4 20 Ld2 Hd7 21
Wed g6! with a sound position for
Black — Karpov) 17..c5 18 dxc5
fxc5 19 3 a5 20 £c2 Ra6 with a
double-edged game  (Z.Almasi-
Karpov, Groningen 1995);

(b) 15 Ehel 0-0 16 &eS (16 g4?!
L1417 Hes Hxd4 18 Kxfa Exf4 19
h4? c5F, Adams-Speelman, New
York 1995) 16...c5 17 f4 cxd4 18 g4
Ad5 19 g5 hxgs 20 Whs 5 21 g6
Df6 22 Wxgs Dh7 23 Whs Zfe 24
Hgl fed4 with equal chances (Kas-
parov-Epishin, Moscow 1995);

(c) but after 15 Ehgl! (preparing an
attack in the event of Black castling)
15...¢5 16 dxc5 Wxc5 17 a3 Black
encounters serious difficulties:

(c1) 17...0-0?! 18 g4 Wd5 19 g5!
Wxf3 (19..hxg5? 20 fxg5 Wxf3 21
Wxf3 2xf3 22 &xf6 g6 23 Rdelt) 20
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gxf6 g6 (if 20..Wxf6 White attacks
with 21 £c¢3 e5 22 f4!) 21 RKxh6
£xh2 22 Bh1 Wxe2 23 £xe2 Hxdl+
24 Exd1 Ec8 25 f3 with an attack for
White (Topalov-Ivanchuk, Las Pal-
mas 1996);

(c2) 17...a5 18 Le3 Wc7 19 £b5+
&e7 20 £d4! with the better game for
White (Timman-Leko, Groningen
1996) — Game 13.

A practically unexplored alterna-
tive is 14...Xc8!? 15 Ehgl ¢5 16 dxc5
Wixc5 17 £¢3 0-0 18 £d4 Wc7 19 g4
Ad5 20 g5 h5 21 DeS &4 with equal
chances (Wolff-Orlov, USA Ch 1995).

15 Raé6

15 ¢4 can be met by 15...c5, al-
though here too after 16 £c3 White’s
chances are better:

(a) 16...Bhe8 17 Hhel &b8 18 g3
a8 19 Kc2 a6 20 dxc5 Kxc5 21
9eS5 (A.Sokolov-Spraggett, match
(9), Saint John 1988);

(b) 16...Bhg8 17 Hhel b8 18
£c2 cxd4 19 Qxd4 a6 20 g3 (Svidler-
Vyzhmanavin, Novgorod 1995).

15 ... Hd7

Here (with the c-file already
cleared for White’s rook) 15...b5?! is
too weakening: 16 £xb7+ &xb7 17
c4 bxcd 18 Hcl Hb8 19 Exc4 La8 20
Bhcl HEhc8 21 De5 fxe5 22 Wxes
Wd7 23 f3 Hb6 24 £a5 Hb7 25 b3
and White’s chances are better (Chan-
dler-Speelman, Hastings 1988/9).

16 L£xb7+ Wxb7
17 &es

If 17 ¢4 Ehd8 18 £c3 Lb8 19
Hhel c5 with equal chances (Kudrin-
Kamsky, New York 1989).

Now after 17...8xe5 18 dxe5 &)g8
19 c4 De7 20 £c3 Hhd8 21 Hxd7
Bxd7 22 Ed1 Hxd1+ 23 Wxdl c5 24
Wd6 White has a significant advan-
tage in the ending (Thorsteinsson-
Kamsky, Reykjavik 1990).

Game 8
Lautier-Karpov
Biel 1997

1 e4 c6

2 d4 ds

3 &c3 dxed

4 Hxed aHd7

5 &gs Dgf6

6 £d3 e6

7 H1f3 £d6

8 We2 h6

9 Ded Dxed
10 Wxed oS

This basically thematic attack on
the centre has the drawback that Black
remains behind in development, and it
is not easy for him to secure the
position of his king.

11 0-0 a6
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12 Wh4
13 Heil!
A useful developing move, putting

the black king under ‘X-ray’ (White
gains the possibility of £d4-f5).

13 ... £47

14 SHxdd  Was

15 el

cxd4

7 %l g ,/% ///
%/%

15 ... 182!
It would have been more natural to

expect of Karpov his ‘patent’
15...&e7, but here this loses outright
to 16 Df5+.

Since later Black’s defence in-
volves trying to exchange queens, it
would have been simpler to do this
immediately by 15..Wh5 16 Wxh5
QDxhs 17 DFS K3 18 HRadl &f6
(18...0-0-0 19 £xa7 ®c7!? is also
interesting, threatening 20...exf5 as
well as to cut off the bishop’s retreat
by 20...b6) 19 L4 0-0-0 20 Hd6+
£xd6 21 £xd6, and after 21...8c6 or
21..40d5 Black has an inferior but
defensible ending.

Castling immediately 15...0-0-07!
16 @b3 Wc7 17 Lxa7 g5 18 Wh3 &5

19 W3 or after 15...g5 16 Wh3 0-0-0
17 ©b3 Wad 18 Rd4 e5 19 Wf3
leaves his kingside irreparably weak-
ened.
16 RKkf4 K xf4

16...€5 can be met by the simple 17
Hb3 Wba 18 Rg5 Wxh4 19 Lxhd,
with an obvious advantage in the

endgame.
17 Wxf4 Hc8
18 &Hf3!
The main theme of White’s
strategy is occupation of e5.
18 ... Le7
19 Wg3 W4
Or 19...50h57? 20 He5!
20 Des

,/I J
%A/A%L
/% %1%

%
%

@

20 ... gs5?!

There was no justification for such
an optimistic sortie. 20...Xhg8, avoid-
ing weakening the kingside, was more
solid.

21 cd! Hhd8?!

If Black is going to suffer, then he
might at least have some material in
compensation: 21..Wxb2 22 Habl
Wxa2 23 Xxb7 Rhd§ 24 Wh3! Wa6
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(not 24...Wd2? or 24...Wa5? because
of 25 Pg6+") 25 Hbb1! h5 26 We3 g4
27 Hal Wb6 28 Whe! Ke8 29 Wg7,
and the attack continues (Lautier).

22 Wh3 h§?

This leads to loss of material. It
was essential to return with 22...Kh8,
although after 23 b3 White has a clear
advantage.

23 We3 gd
24 a3!

The initiative is more important

than a pawn; 24 Wxa7 b6 would have

left Black with some hopes.
249 ... Wxb2
25 Xabl  Wxa3

%/

26 Dx{7!

By the threat of a discovered check
(26...2xf7 27 Kg6+) White exposes
the enemy king. Black’s attempt to
buy him off by giving up the
exchange proves fruitless.

26 ... Wes
27 &Hxd8  Wxe3
28 XHxe3 <xd8
29 Hxb7 as

30 Xa7 Hes

31 f4 gxf3
32 Hxf3 DNe8
33 XM NeT
34 Zh7 Ke8
35 &N Lc8
36 Xh8 d7
After 36...%b8 White wins by 37
Hxc7.
37 el es
38 RKe2 g6
39 &xhs Rf5
40 Re2 Re6
41 h4 X6
42 Xh6 &d7
43 b5 1-0
Game 9
Kamsky-Karpov
Dortmund 1993
1 ed c6
2 d4 ds
3 He3 dxed
4 Dxed HA7
5 &Dgs Dgf6
6 £d3 eb
7 DIf3 &Kd6
8 We2 hé6
9 HDed Dxed
10 Wxed D6
11 Wh4a Pe7!

Nowadays the appearance of Kar-
pov’s king at €7 is nothing unusual,
but at the time this move created the
impression of an exploding bomb. All
the participants in the tournament left
their games and gathered around the
board where the future finalists of the
FIDE World Championship in Elista
were playing,
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17 Wad4 c5
18 Xhel
White has a strong initiative for the
sacrificed pawn, but Karpov is accus-
iomed to defending such situations.

18 ... K47
19 Wa3 Jhds
20 g3

If 20 f4 gxf4 21 Kd4 Black holds

he position by 21...Wg5 22 HeS
Whd.

20 ... We7

21 Kd4 Le8

22 &bl Zds

Karpov considers the strongest to
e 22..8c6! 23 Ke5 Wd7 24 Lc2
#b7 when the initiative passes to
3lack. Now, however, Kamsky finds
1 way of adding fuel to the fire.

23 14! Had8
24 Rc2
The outcome of the game is

decided to a certain extent on the d-
file, Black’s control of which assists
his king, as is seen in the following
variation: 24 Re5 Wc6! 25 c4 H5d7
26 Wc3 g4 27 fxg5 hxgs 28 Kfl
Hd4 and Black parries the threats

(Karpov).

/ ﬁ

24 ... Xs5dé6
25 Rfxf6+ Pxf6
26 fxg5+  hxgs
27 Hxdé Hxdé
28 c4 de7
29 We3 f6

30 h4 gxh4
31 gxh4  Wd7
32 Whe e5?

Activity on the d-file was more
appropriate: 32..2d2! 33 Wg7+ Kf7
34 h5 Wd4, counterattacking (Kar-
pov). Now, however, the h-pawn
becomes very dangerous.

33 hS Wegd
34 Wh7+ &ds8
35 hé Hd2
36 Wrs!

This is where the difference in the
placing of the queens tells. In view of
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the threat of the h-pawn’s further
advance, Black has to agree to their
exchange.

» //» 2z A/// y
/& %/ @ /'///;V////c
S W W

38 £g6?

After 38 &cl! in view of the threat-
ened pin Black would have nothing
better than 38...2d4, but then after 39
£xd7 he would have to give up a
piece, since 39...Hxd7 40 Hdl or
39...&xd7 40 Ehl allows the h-pawn
to queen. Now, however, it comes
under the firm control of the rook, and
matters are decided by Black’s pair of
connected pawns.

38 ... Xh2
39 h7 Le7
40 Ld3  Re6
41 Bgl f5

£ L+ $f6
43 Hxa7 ed

4 Re2 f4

45 b3 3

46 Rd1 215
47 &cl £xh7
48 Xb7 Les

49

Hxb6
0-1

35

Exa2

Game 10

Kamsky-Karpov
Match (8), Elista 1996

ORI R W -

e4

d4
Hd2
Dxed
Ng5
£d3
D1f3
We2
Ned
Wxed
We2
242
0-0-0
Des
Kb5+
dxc5
a3

//«/
7 %E%

c6

ds
dxed
Nd7
Dgf6
e6
£d6
hé6
Dxed
af6
Wc7
b6
£b7
c5
Pe7
Wxc5

/
//////

The knight offer is a pseudo-
sacrifice: 17..Wxe5? 18 Wxe5 Lxe5

19 Rb4+.
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17 ... W7

18 214 aHds
As mentioned in the analysis, after
18..Khd8 19 Hd4 Kd5 (19..&f8 20
Hxd6) 20 Rhdl f8 21 bl White
threatens 22 c4 followed by @Dxf7
(Sutovsky-Nisipeanu, Columbia 1996).
However, 18...£d5!? (Istratescu-

Nisipeanu, Bucharest 1997) is a
possible improvement.

19 fK¢3 Hhd8

20 Hd4!

A subtle manoeuvre. White not
only threatens to double rooks, but
also eyes the weak c6 square.

20 ... 18
21 &bl a6
22 Hed

Continuing the battle for c6,
whereas after the retreat of the bishop
Black would have consolidated the
position of his knight at d5 by
22...bs.

22 ... We7
23 46 Kxc6
24 RKxc6 Ha7
25 £xd5 exdS

.

//4’, .. E
V.7 ‘A b s

V7 Wy s
7 A 7%,

Black has to agree to an isolated
pawn, since if he interposes
25...8xg3? White too can interpose
26 Lxe6! Kxf2 27 Hf4 We8 28
L xf7!

26 £xd6 Wxdé
27 Hd4 bs

28 Wd3 g8
29 g3 We6
30 Hd1 Had7
31 h4 Hde6
32 =Rd2

One is unlikely to outplay Karpov
with prophylaxis, and therefore the
vigorous 32 g4!? Wf6 33 Wg3 should
have been considered, with some
initiative.

32 ... Wel+
33 ®a2 We7
34 W13 We6
35 XHe2 WS
36 Wd3 Bc6
37 b1 Reb6
38 Xe3 Wc6
39 Wd2 Hxel3
40 Wxe3

Nothing is promised by 40 fxe3
He8 41 Hxd5 Hxe3 42 Rd8+ He8.
40 ... We6

41 Wd2  Rdé
42 g4 W6
43 g5 W
44 a2

After the exchanges 44 gxh6 HXxh6
45 Hxd5 Hxh4 46 Hd8+ ®h7 the
game is equal.

4 ... Wrs
45 <3 W13
46 Xf4 Wh3

47 gxh6
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48 Wd4
If 48 hxg7 White has to reckon
with 48...d4+ 49 &bl dxc3, when 50
Wxc3 fails to 50..Hd1+ 51 2
We2+ 52 b3 Hd3, winning the

37
Game 11
Kamsky-Karpov
Match (12), Elista 1996
1 ed c6
2 d4 ds
3 Hd2 dxe4
4 SHxed HA7
5 &g5 Hgfo
6 £d3 €6
7 N1 2d6
8§ We2 hé
9 &Hed Dxed
10 Wxed Of6
11 We2 Wc7
12 RKd2 b6
13 000 b7
14 ZXhel

queen.

Kamsky switches to another of the
three main alternatives.
14 ... 00
This is considered risky, as White’s
attack has something to latch on to —
the h6 pawn. The main continuation is
14...0-0-0.
15 g4 c5
One is unlikely to find volunteers
willing to play 15...2xg4? 16 Hgl {5
17 h3 &)f6 18 Lxh6.

48 ... Wxh6
49 Xfs We6
50 Xes Wd7
51 ®al f6

52 He3 Hce6
53 hS Hed
54 Wbé6 d4

55 Rd3 Wfs
56 Xxd4 Hxd4
57 cxd4

57 Wxd4 Wxh5 58 Wd6 Wf3 59
Wxa6 Wdi1+ 60 a2 Wds+ would
have led to equality.

57 ... Wxf2
58 We6+ 2f8
59 Wde+ 2f7
60 Wd7+ <f8
61 Wde+ <17
62 Wd7+

-2

16 g5 hxg5s
17 &xg5 K4
18 h4?!

This natural move in fact reduces
the potential of White's attack, as
Black is able to make an energetic
counterattack in the centre. 18 dxc5
bxc5 19 Hgl! was stronger.

18 Hads!
19 dxc5 bxc5
20 RKel
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Now if 20 Rgl Black has 20...c4
21 fxcd4 Hxd2 22 Bxd2 £xd2+ 23
$xd2 Hd8+ 24 el Wh2 with the
better chances.

20 ... Hd4!

A pretty move, indirectly attacking
the h4 pawn, and if 21 hS Black was
planning to seize the initiative by
21...We5 22 Bgl c4!

21 Hgi L.xe3+
22 fxe3 Xxh4
23 Xdfi Wes
24 Wn Xhe

Karpov defends, but it was already
the time to launch a counterattack:
24..Eh2! Now 25 Wxf6? fails to
25..Wxe3+! 26 @bl gxf6, 25 Wel
Hd8 with the threat of 26..Exd3 is
unpleasant for White, while after 25
Wg3 Wxg3 26 Hxg3 $d7 Black is a
pawn up in the endgame.

25 Xg3 Sed
26 Hfgl g6
27 B2 &7

27..2h1 28 Exhl &xhl came into
consideration, with the better chances.
28  Wxf6+

White’s attack has petered out, and
he considers it best to go into a
slightly inferior ending.

28 ... Wxf6
29 Xxf6 fxd3
30 Hxf7+ Xxf7
31 &Hxf7  Hhi+!
32 da2 fxc2
33 &Hds

//j/ ‘// %7
Mw%/% .
. AL AT
. % % %
/// w
/ /

3%1%

3 ... Hh2+
33...Kf5! 34 e4 Xh8! was stronger,
and now in the event of 35 Db7 L xe4
36 DxcS Hh2+! 37 $c3 Hc2+ Black
has real winning chances (Vasyukov).

34 &c3 16
35 &b7 K157
In time trouble Karpov misses the
superior 35..8b1 36 Hf3+ &e5 37
Bfl RKed! 38 Dxc5 Hc2+ 39 b4

Hxb2+ (Vasyukov).

36 Dxe5  Re2+
37 &d4 Hd2+
38 &3 He2+
39 <$d4 es+

40 <ds Rd2+
41 cd Dc2+
42 Dds Hd2+
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43 Lcd g5
44 e4!

This move, restricting the bishop,
saves the game, since the win of the
e4 pawn by 44..Hdd4+ 45 &c3 Rxed
merely turns out to be an exchange —
46 Rg4!

4 ... Lc8
45 Hc3! Rd1
46 Zf3+ g7
47 4d3 g4
48 Hg3 2f6
49 D! Hel+

50 <d2 a1 15 ... Kxa6
51 SDxgd+ LKxgd Here 15..b5 is better, hindering
52 Hxg4  Hxa2 White’s play with c2-c4.
53 &c3 Xad4 16 Wxa6+ b8
54 b4 s 17 We2 Nds
18 c4 4
Game 12 19 Wn g6
A.Sokolov-Karpov This retreat is forced, as 19...g5 20
Belfort 1988 g3 g4 21 Red gxf3 22 Lxf4! leads to
an advantage for White.
1 ed c6 20 g3 Ke7
2 d4 ds 21 h4 h5
3 Ad2 dxed 22 We2 Xa7
4 Dxed DAT 23 Kg5 216
5 &gs Dgf6 24 XHd2 Hhd8
6 RKd3 eb 25 Hedl Wb7
7 DIf3 £d6 26 &bl a8
8 We2 h6 27 a3 Wa6
9 &ed Dxed 27...b5 28 cxb5 Wxb5 29 We4 has
10 Wxed M6 its drawbacks in the form of the weak
11 We2 b6 ¢6 pawn, but now all Black’s kingside
12 242 b7 pawns are weak, and the one at h5 is
13 000 Wc7 virtually doomed.
14 Xhel 0-0-0 28 Kxf6 gxf6
15 RKa6 29 Qel De7
15 c4 is considered more prom- Preparing ...b6-b5, which was not

ising. good immediately because of 30 dS.
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30 &c2 bS
31 Dbd Wb7

SuRT

32 d5!
This breakthrough gives the game a
1ew turn!
32 ... c¢xds
White has the advantage after both
12...c5 33 dxe6 Hxd2 34 Hxd2 Hxd2
1S Wxd2 cxb4 36 exf7 Wed+ 37 Wc2
¥xc2+ 38 ©xc2 Dgb 39 cxbs, and
i2...exd5 33 cxdS5 Dxd5 34 HxdS
xd5 35 Hd4 (Sokolov).
33 cxbs Hc8?
Now White wins a pawn for free,
ut also after 33...4g6 34 a4 the hS
)awn causes concern.

34 Wxh5 g6
35 We2 Des
36 b3 Hde7
37 He2 Hxc2
38 Hxe2 a6
39 Hd4 axb$
40 Hxbs Whe
41 a4 Wes
42 Wd2 D3
43 Wel Wxcl+
44 Hxel Hds

As shown by Sokolov, Black could
have regained the pawn by 44...»d2+
45 $b2 HExcl 46 dxcl Dxb3+ 47
c2 &c5, but only at the cost of
allowing the h-pawn to advance — 48
hS £d7 49 h6 Hf8 50 £\d6, and the 7

pawn is lost.
45 Hc7 d4
46 Xxf7 d3
47 Fcl d2+
48 Pdi1 243

® .,
///////E///

A% T

AR BJ

& T T
/M/%/a%
/ A

oY U

Black has done everything
possible, but the pawn has been firmly
blockaded, and if necessary White’s
rook can control it from the rear.

49 He7+ Hbs
50 Ha6+ ba8
51 Her+ b8
52 Hxe6  Hxb3
53 18+ a7
54 Xds8 Bbi1+
55 <e2 Hel+
56 xf3 d1w+
57 Hxdil Bxd1

Despite winning the exchange, the
ending is hopeless for Black.
58 Pf4 =43
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5 f3 b6
60 g7 &c6
61 Dhs *d6
62 Dxfe e’
63 &hS *f7
64 g4 Lgb
65 g3 a1
66 h5+ A7
67 gs Hxad+
68 Hfs Has+
69 g4 Rad+
70 f4 db4
71 DI Jbi
72 hé6 Hg1+
73 &hs Xf1
74 Dd6+  Re6
75 &g6 1-0
Game 13

Timman-Leko

Groningen 1996

1 ed c6

2 d4 ds

3 &d2 dxed
4 Dxed HA7
5 &Hgs Ngf6
6 2d3 e6

7 DiIf3 K46
8§ We2 hé

9 QDed Dxed
10 Wxed &6
11 We2 b6
12 242 £b7
13 000 W¢7
14 &bl 248

In recent times this move has be-
come fashionable, as after 14...0-0-0
15 &a6 White is guaranteed a slight

but enduring advantage.

AEAN
'y

B momaE
AT ABWI ALY
& B ' H

=

15 XHhgl!
Deterring Black from castling king-
side.

15 ... c5
16 dxcS Wxes
17 a3 as

In the game Topalov-Ivanchuk (Las
Palmas 1996) Black risked castling,
but after 17...0-0?! 18 g4 Wd5 19 g5
Wxf3 20 gxf6 he ended up in a
difficult position.

18 RKe3 Wc7
19 Kb5+ Pe7
20 Dd4!

I 7z

7. 7
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20 ... Kxh2?

Over-optimistic, but White also has
he advantage after 20...R¢e5 21 f4.

21 s+ Sf8
22 Oxd8+ Wxds
23 Ed1 Wc7
24 Kd4!

Now all of White’s pieces join the
itack, and he is also threatening to
:ut off the retreat of the black bishop
it h2.

29 ... eS
If 24...exf5 there follows 25 £xf6
xf6 26 Hd7 We5 27 Hxb7 with the 27 ... Whs
hreats of £¢4 and Wh5. 28 XZbé Wes
25 Kxb6! Wxb6 29 Rxb7  Wxb7
26 Xdé Wc7 30 &dé We7
27 Wed! 31 Wes+ QDe8
After this diverting move there 32 oHfs hS
ollows a decisive infiltration by the 33 Hxe7  Fxe?

ook. 34 Wd7+ 1-0



3: 10... W7

1 ed4 c6

2 d4 ds

3 &e3 dxed

4 Hxed HA7

5 Dg5  Ogfé

6 Kd3 €6

7 DIf3 £d6

8 We2 h6

9 &Hed Nxed
10 Wxed Wc7

A fashionable move. By devel-
oping his queen at this natural post,
Black prepares ...c6-c5. However,
here he has to reckon with Wg4.

White’s main replies are 11 Wgd
(3.1), 11 £d2 (3.2) and 11 0-0 (3.3).

3.1 (1 e4c62d4d53 De3 dxed
4 Dxed A7 5 Dg5 Dgfo 6 L.43
€6 7 D113 £d6 8 We2 h6 9 Ded
Nxed 10 Wxed We7)

11 Wgd4

-----

L
ARE AW
2 2 & %

The most critical move. By
attacking the g7 pawn, White prevents
Black from castling, but at the same
time his queen is insecurely placed.

1 ... &8

11...g5?! is a risky alternative: 12
Wh3! Hg8 13 &d2!, and now:

(a) 13...8187! 14 Hed R g7 (after
14...£5?! both 15 0-0 and 15 Wh5+
favour White) 15 0-0! fxd4 16
Le3!, and the weakening of Black’s
kingside causes him problems
(Kasparov-Kamsky, Linares 1994) —
Game 14;

(b) 13...g4!? (the immediate
13...¢5!? is also possible) 14 We3 (14
Wxh6 &4 15 Wha £g5 16 Wg3 K14
leads to a draw by repetition)
14...%f4 15 We2 c5 16 g3 &xd2+ 17
£xd2 cxd4 18 0-0-0 with an unclear
position (Frolov-Ponomariov, Kiev
1997).

12 00 c5
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Here the topical continuations are
13 Xel (3.11) and 13 ¢3 (3.12).

After 13 b3 eS Black gains good
counterplay (Gelfand-Speelman,
Munich 1992) — Game 15.

3.11 (1 e4 ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 Hc3 dxed
4 Hxed D7 5 Hg5 Hgfe 6 243
€6 7 D113 2d6 8 We2 h6 9 Ded
Hxed 10 Wxed Wc7 11 Wgds S8
12 0-0 c5)

%.@.%

%7 vV
HAR
: v

White intensifies the piece pressure
n the centre.
13 ... b6
Removing the central pawn tension
avours White: 13...c4 14 L£f1 b5 15
14 b4 16 b3! ¢3 17 De5 Hxes5 18
Ixe5 Ke7 19 Re3 Rb7 20 Radl g6
'1 h4 h5 22 W4 &g7 23 Rd6! with a
lecisive invasion by the rook (De
‘irmian-Gulko, USA Ch 1994).
14 b3
If 14 De5?! Black sacrifices the
xchange: 14...cxd4! 15 Wf3 (15
Ng6+ fxg6 16 W3+ &6 17 Wxal

Kxh2+ 18 &hl &f7 19 W3 Kd6
favours Black, Forster-Khalifman,
Bad Wérishofen 1996) 15..&xe5 16
Wxa8 £xh2+ 17 $fl £d6 18 £d2
Pe7 (18..20c5 19 b4 Hxd3 20 cxd3
Wb7 21 Wxb7 Lxb77, Khalifman) 19
Wed WcS and gains good prospects
(Khalifman-Speelman, Hastings 1995).

14 ... a6
15 Wh4 £b7
16 &%eS

Or 16 Kg5 Kxf3 (16..hxg5? 17
Wxh8+ e7 18 Wixg7 Heg8 19

Hxe6+!) 17 Kxf6 RLc6 with a
complicated game.

16 ... cxd4

17 Wxd4 WS

The chances are equal
Adams, Dortmund 1996).

(Leko-

3.12 (1 e4 ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 Dc3 dxed
4 Nxed DAT 5 Dgs5 Def6 6 KdA3
€6 7 D13 £d6 8 We2 h6 9 Ded
Dxed 10 Wxed We7 11 Wegds 28
12 0-0 ¢5)




10...

Since Black’s plans include the
fianchetto of his light-square bishop,
White intends to exchange it, for
which he reinforces his centre.

13 ... b6
14 Wh4 £b7
15 Sed £xe4

Or 15..8¢7 16 K517t
16 Wixed HdS
17 Eel!

It is important to intensify the
pressure in the centre.

The alternatives are more passive:

17 h3 $g8 18 Hdl &Hf6 19 Wc2
c4!= (Z.Almasi-Palac, Vienna 1996);

17 dxc5 Dxc5 18 We2 @e7 19 h3
Zhe8 20 Wc2 (20 £d4!?) 20..d3'F
(Illescas-Karpov, Dos Hermanas
1997).

17 ... &f6

17...cxd4 is risky: 18 Hxd4 Kxh2+

19 &h1 &f6 20 W13,

18 Wh4 Pe7
19 Wh3! g5
20 dxc5 bxc5

This is better than 20..2xc5 21
&Q\dat,

Z.Almasi-Speelman (Erevan OL
1996) now continued 21 #d2 hS 22
Ded L1423 g3 Lxcl 24 Haxcl h4 25
&e5! with the initiative for White.

3.2 (1 ed ¢6 2 dd d5 3 Hc3 dxed
4 Dxed A7 5 Hig5 Dgf6 6 £.d3
6 7 )13 £d6 8 We2 h6 9 Ded

Dxed 10 Wxed Wc7)
11 &d2
A useful developing move,

preparing queenside castling.

We7 45

11 ... ¢S

This is the most critical reply, but
11...b6 has also been played:

(a) 12 Wg4 g5 (or 12..f8 13 0-0-0
£b7 14 Rhel Ud8 15 &bl &f6 16
Wha &e7 17 De5 c5=, Khalifman-
Epishin, Dos Hermanas 1993) 13 Wh3
Rg8! 14 g4 (14 Wxh6 Lf8 15 Wh7
Hf6'F) 14..8b7 15 0-0-0 0-0-0
with a good game for Black (Sion
Castro-Karpov, Leon 1993) — Game
16;

(b) 12 c4 Rb7 13 We2 c5 14 d5
Des5 15 dxe6 Dxd3+ 16 Wxd3 0-0-0
17 0-0-0 Xhe8 18 Rhel fxe6 19 Wgb
with the better game for White (Span-
genberg-Servat, Argentine Ch 1994).

12 Wgd

Or 12 ¢3 &f6 13 We2 0-0 14 De5
Rd8 15 00 £d7 16 Hfel Lc6 with
equal chances (Wittmann-Podgaets,
Moscow 1996).

12 ... 18
13 00

13 0—0-0?! is weaker on account of
13...c4 14 Re2 b5 15 Hhel Rb7,
when Black stands better (Rogic-
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Arlandi, Makarska 1996).

13 Wed is a loss of time: 13...c4 14
K11 Xb8 15 a4 b6 16 We2 £a6 17 g3
£b7 18 Kg2 £.d5 with equal chances
(Ehlvest-Gulko, Novgorod 1995).

13 ... c4

If 13...e5?! there follows 14 dxc5
&xc5 15 Kf5! with the better game
for White.

14 RKe2 b5

15 a4 gs
15...b4 can be met by 16 &e5.

16 Wh3

And now:

16...%g8? 17 axb5 e5 18 £a5!, and
White gained the advantage (Tiv-
iakov-Shabalov, Amsterdam 1996);

16...g7 17 axb5 e5 18 Ka5 Wbs
19 &d2 &f6 20 We3 exdd with a
complicated game (Tiviakov).

3.3 (1 e4 ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 Nc3 dxed
4 Dxed DA7 5 Dg5 Dgfe 6 K43
€6 7 D113 2.d6 8 We2 h6 9 Ded
Dxed 10 Wxed Wc7)

11 00

%;/
%///
_

V//%W//
w BLENE
AmAR

"~

A new plan. White hopes to use his
heavy pieces more productively.
1 ... b6
11...c5 12 Wg4 f38 transposes into
variation 3.1.
12 Hel
If 12 Wg4 Black has the good reply
12...g5 13 Wh3 Kg8 14 &d2 £b7 15
Dcd 0-0-0! 16 c3 (16 Hel!?) 16...c5
17 Dxd6+ (weaker is 17 Ke3?! Kf4!
18 Xfd1 &f6!F, Topalov-Tukmakov,
Tilburg 1994) 17..Wxd6 18 Ke3 cxd4
19 cxd4 &f6 with a double-edged

game (Tukmakov).
12 ... Kb7
13 Whde c5
14 Dgs &f6

14...0-0 would also seem to be
possible, since 15 Hh7 Rfe8 16 Lxh6
gxh6 17 Wxh6 fails to 17...&xh2+ 18
Ph1 £14.

15 dxcS Wxcs
16 QDed Dxed
17 fQxed  Rxed
18 Wxed 0-0
If 18.Hc8?!, as played in

Z.Almasi-Lalic, Croatia 1996, White
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could have gained an advantage by 19

Wga!
19 Ke3 W7
The chances are equal.

Game 14
Kasparov-Kamsky
Linares 1994

1 e4 c6

2 d4 ds

3 Ha2 dxed

4 Hxed HA7

5 5gs  OHgfs

6 xd3 e6

7 HIf3 £d6

8 We2 hé

9 Hed Dxed
10 Wxed W7
11 Wed

xwmﬁt%
%x%x% V
% 4

% ,

An unjustified weakening of the
position, as the World Champion
subtly emphasises. Here 11..&f8 is
better.

12 Wh3!
13 &d2!

Hg8

Not 13 Wxh6? £f8 14 Wh7 &6 15
Wh3 g4 16 Wha gxf3 17 Wxf6 fxg2

18 Eg1 Wxh2.
13 ... L182!

Black sounds the retreat, yet
13..¢51? (or first 13...g4) was
possible.

14 Hed f2g7

If 14...£57!, then both 15 0—0 fxe4?!
16 Wxe6+ £d8 17 Wxg8 exd3 18 hd
and the simple 15 Wh5+ &e7 16 Dg3
favour White.

15 0-0! £xd4
16 Ke3 Res

If 16..8xb2 White sacrifices the
exchange: 17 ¢3! &xal 18 Hxal Hg6,
and develops a strong attack after 19
Hdi! 5 20 Whs f7 21 &c2! fxed 22
Kxed B 23 Kxg6+ Dxg6 24 Wxh6
WeS 25 £.d4 (Kasparov).

17 Radil 6
18 oHxfe+ RKxf6

| .
,,/LW ////L////
A7 A% }
» 55
. %W/
RE

/
.
///;//

&%ﬁ%
. %z?

19 Kh7! p={i};
20 Wxh6 SKe7
If 20..We7 there is the pretty
variation 21 RKc5! Hxh7 22 Rds+!
Wxd8 23 W8+ with a mating attack.



21
22
23
24
25
26
27

Wg7
2d3
L£xg5
Wxg5
WeS
Wc7
Was

X138
247
Kxgs
Wds
We7
K8

Despite White’s extra pawn, he has
10 need to go into an ending, as long
s the black king is insecure.

27 ... b6
28 Wes RKa6
29 Red Hcs8
30 c4 Hg8
31 b3 b7
32 Xfdi £a8
33 5! bxc5
34 Xdé6 c4
35 bxcd c5
36 £xa8 Hxa8
37 WxcS Xbs
38 g3 Wb7
39 Wd4 f8
40 Wf6 1-0
Game 15
Gelfand-Speelman
Munich 1992

1 ed4 c6

2 d4 ds

3 Qa2 dxed

4 Dxed Nd7

5 g5 Hgfe

6 Kd3 €6

7 DIf3 £d6

8 We2 hé6

9 Hed Dxed
10 Wxed W7
11 Wgs  &f8

Caro-Kann: Smyslov System 4...\d7

12 00 c5
13 b3

Here 13 Hel is more energetic.
13 ... e5

After 13..cxd4 14 Wxd4 QDes5 15
Kb2 Dxf3+ 16 gxf3 Kxh2+ 17 g2
the destruction of White’s kingside is
more than compensated for by his
initiative (Speelman).

14 dxcS
14 ¢3 cxd4 15 cxd4 Wc3 16 Wha!
is possible.
14 ... Dxcs
15 &f5 h5s
15..8xf5 16 Wxf5 e4 17 Dha
Pg8= is safer.
16 Wh3 Ne6

Erey
AW
@
=

AR
xa
%ﬂ%;
,% 7
%@/w

_

’///// /

%&%
/&%

17 Wh4
A loss of time, leading to a
simplification of the position. More
active was 17 Rd1! £e7 18 Wg3! £f6
19 La3+ g8 20 £d6 Hf4 21 dhi
with the better chances for White

(Speelman).
17 ... Ke7
18 Wg3 o4
19 fKxfd  exfd
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20 Wh3 g6
21 R£xc8 Hxc8
2 o4 g7
23 Hd4 216
24 Hbs

24..Was 25 Hadl Hcd8 26 Rd7
Wxa2 27 Hd6 Ehf8 28 ¢5 &d4! 29
A\xb7 Hfe8! is a reliable alternative

(Speelman).
25 EHadi Hcd8
26 W3 Zhe8
27 Hxd8  Hxd8
28 Wxb7 Hd2
29 W as
30 De3 Y'r
Game 16
Sion Castro-Karpov
Leon 1993
1 ed c6
2 d4 ds
3 Ha2 dxe4
4 Dxed DA7
5 g5 Dgf6
6 Kd3 e6

7 D13 246

8 We2 h6

9 Ded Dxed
10 Wxed  Wc7
11 RKad2 b6

11...c5 is more energetic.

12 Wg4 g5s!
13 Wh3 Hg8!

/ﬁ%
. %m%
/%L%L/yw
V.. T &
1 ) %/%/%
% %ﬁ%@%
ARARE BAR

g & /=

‘A la Kamsky’ in a superior ver-
sion! Now over the course of several
moves the capture of the h6 pawn
allows Black to develop an enduring
initiative, e.g. 14 Wxh6 &8 15 Wh7
96!

14 g4 4b7
15 000
And here 15 Wxh6 is dangerous in
view of 15...¢5 16 &ixg5 Hxg5! 17
£xg5 &xh1 18 0-0-0 c4 with a clear

advantage to Black (Karpov).

15 ... 0-0-0
16 Rhel Lf4
17 &bl

Once again 17 Wxh6 Kxd2+ 18
Gxd2 Wf4 19 Hed Wif6! 20 Wh3 c5
gives Black the initiative (Karpov).

17 ... Eh8
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18 L2c3N of a game between an amateur and a
It was time for White to think of professional.
implifying: 18 £xf4 Wxf4 19 Wg3 19 ... cxds!
Wxg3 20 hxg3 c53. 20 £xh8 XHxh8
18 ... b8 21 Dd4 a6
19 d5 22 Dxe6  fxeb

23 Hxe6  DeS!
24 Lfs &\c4
25 Hxh6  Hxhé
26 Wxh6 Wes
27 Wi+ a7
28 Wbd4  Hd+!
29 &al We2
30 Hgi Wxf2
31 Xdi We2
32 Hgi Wxh2
33 Rdi We2
34 Xhi as

35 We3 d4
Initiating a series of moves typical 0-1




4: 5...0\df6

This move is an attempt to refute 5
&g5. With his unusual knight move
Black tries to release his bishop to
take up an active position.

As in the main variations, White’s
basic plans involve 6 £d3 (4.1), 6
£c4 (4.2) and 6 D113 (4.3).

4.1 (1 ed c6 2 d4 d5 3 Hc3 dxed
4 Dxed Dd7 5 Dgs Hdf6)

6 £d3
With this move White does not
prevent the active development of the
black bishop.
6 ... fLg4
6...h6 would appear to be possible,
although it has hardly been studied: 7

@xf71? (the critical reply, since if 7
&513 Black simplifies the position by
7... 815! 8 He5 Lxd3 9 Wxd3 e6 or
9..Wds followed by ..2d7) 7..&xf7
8 &f3. Shirazi-Burger (Saint John
1988) continued 8...g5 9 h4 g4 10
Des5+ g7 11 ¢3 h5? (11...8e6 was
essential) 12 Wd2 &h7 13 £xh7
Hxh7 14 Wes+ Sh8 15 Deb+ g7
16 Dxe7+ 1-0.

13
Y ]

7 DHif3 Lh5
A practically forced loss of tempo,
since if 7...e6 (7..h6? loses to 8
Dxf7! Lxf3 9 Kg6!) 8 h3 (here 8
&xf7? does not work because of
8...8xf3) 8..8xf3 9 Oxf3 Kd6 10
0-0 Wc7 11 We2 R4 12 £xf4 Wxf4
13 Had1l De7 14 De5 Hd8 15 ¢3 with
a slight but enduring advantage for
White (Nunn-Christiansen, Szirak [Z
1987).
8 c3
Weaker is 8 h3? h6 9 Ded Dxed
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10 Rxed D6 11 K43 £xf3 12 Wxf3
Wxd4, when White loses a pawn.
8 ... €6
Also mterestmg is 8..Wc7 9 Wc2
h6 10 De6 (10 Ded Kxf3 11 gxf3
Nd5=) 10..Wd6 11 Hxf8 Kxf3 12
Ne6! £xg2 13 Hgl Wxh2 14 Bxg2
Wxg2 15 Hxh8 Whi+, and here,
instead of 16 £f1? Wed+! with ad-
vantage to Black (Riemersma-Van der
Wiel, Dutch Ch 1987), 16 &d2 W3
17 Wh3 maintains equality.
9 Wbl W7
9...h6 can be met by 10 Wxb7 hxg5s
11 Wxc6+ Dd7 12 De5 Hc8 13 Wad
with the threats of 14 £b5 and 14
f.xg5s.

10 HDes £dé6
11 Rf4
Weaker is 11 &Hed Le7

(11...8xh2? 12 Exh2!+) 12 Hes5 Hd7
13 Hxd7 Wxd7 14 0-0 &f6 15 Rel
Hd8 with equal chances (Van der
Wiel-Karpov, Amsterdam 1988).
1 ... Qe
11..50d5?! 12 Rg3 f6 13 Dc4!
favours White,
12 Rg3 0-0
The chances are equal (Van der
Wiel).

4.2 (1 ed ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 D3 dxed
4 Dxed A7 5 Hg5 Ddf6)

6 fcd
This move forces Black to block
the a2-g8 diagonal.
6 ... €6
Other ways of defending 7 lead to
difficulties:

6..Dd5 7 D13 g6 8 0-0 Kg7 9
Zel h6 10 Des Lga 11 a4 (or 11 3
Degf6 12 &5 with the initiative for
White, Psakhis-Am.Rodriguez, Sochi
1988 — Game 17) 11...9gf6 12 &xf6+
Kxf6 13 Ra3 $f8 14 h3 Kxf3 15
2xf3 &g7 16 ¢3 Wd7 17 Wd3, and
White’s two bishops give him a slight
advantage (Spassky-Karpov, Belfort
1988).

6...0h6 7 c3 Wc7 8 DIf3 Kgd 9
Wh3 e6 10 De5 L£d6 11 Hxgd
Dhxgd 12 h3 Dh6 13 Kxe6!? 0-0
(after 13..fxe6 14 Hxe6 We7 15
Kxh6 gxh6 16 0-0-0 the threat of 17
Hhel puts the black king in danger)
14 Kc4 Rfe8+ 15 &fl and White is a
pawn up (Benjamin-A.Fernandes,
New York 1993).

7 I3

Also possible is 7 &e2 c5 (or
7..8d6 8 0-0 h6 9 &Of3 Wc7 10
£d3%) 8 0-0 h6 9 &3 a6 10 a4 cxd4
11 Dexdd £d46 12 We2 He7 with a
complicated game (De Firmian-
Karpov, Biel 1990) — Game 18.

7 ... hé
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8 &h3
8 &xf7 would appear to be in-
sufficient for an advantage: 8...xf7
9 Hes+ e8 10 Wd3 De7 11 0-0
Df5 12 ¢3 Kd6 13 Dg6 &d7 14
Hxh8 Wxh8 with equal chances
(Sherzer-Hill, Mamaia 1991).

8 ... Kd6
9 We2 De’
10 £d2

Or 10 Df4 c5 11 dxc5 Was+ 12
£d2 WxcS 13 000 £d7 14 £b3
Wc7 15 &d3 &c6 with equal chances
(Arakhamia-Ledger, Hastings 1991/2).

Hiibner-Karpov (Belfort 1988) now
continued 10..Wc7 11 0-0-0 b5 12
£d3 a6 13 Hhel £b7 14 g3 c5 15
dxc5 WxcS5, and here White could
have retained somewhat the better
chances by 16 £412.

4.3 (1 e4 ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 Dc3 dxed
4 Dxed DA7 5 Dg5 Ddf6)

6 Di1f3

LT
A K

,///z//
»
.

%

/

/// //// % V.
a%&/ %&/
.

With this natural move White
prevents 6...h6? in view of 7 Dxf7!

Rxf7 8 Des5+ deb (8..Pe8 9 Kd31)
9 fcd+ Hd5 10 Wgd+.
6 ... e6
Other possibilities must also be
considered:
6...0h6 7 ¢3 g6 8 Ked Kg7 9 0-0
0-0 10 Hel &5 11 De5 HdAS 12
Dgf3 We7 13 Kb3 e6?! (13...b61) 14
cd4 D6 15 g4 De7 16 &4 Was 17
Hcl! with a spatial advantage for
White (Smirin-Smyslov, 55th USSR
Ch 1988) — Game 19.
6.8g4 7 h3 (7 &Oxf7 s
insufficient: 7...&xf3 8 Hxd8 Lxdl
9 De6 KhS 10 D7+ Rd7=) 7...Lxf3
8 Dxf3 e6 9 g3 £d6 10 £g2 He7 11
0-0 0-0 12 We2 Wc7 13 c4 b6 14 b3
Had8 15 £b2 and White’s position is
preferable (De Firmian-A.Fernandes,
New York 1993).
7 HDes
In A.Sokolov-Spraggett (match (8),
Saint John 1988) White played 7 Wd3
£d6 8 De5 Dh6?! 9 £d2 a5 and here
after 10 Ded! Dxed 11 Wxed D5 12
000 he could have gained the
advantage. However, even after
8...8xe5 9 dxeS WasS+ 10 d1! WxeS
11 Wd8+! he can transpose into a
superior ending.
7 ... &h6
8 Kd3 £d6
Or 8.Wxdd4 9 Hgxf7 Hxf7 10
Dxf7 Kb4+! 11 ¢3 X3 (11..&xc3+
12 bxc3 Wxc3+ 13 Rd2 Wxd3 14
Dxh8 Wed+ 15 We2t) 12 0-0 Wd5S
13 cxb4 Bxf7 14 We2 and White’s
chances are better (Nunn),
9 3 Wc7
10 We2
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Also good is 10 Dgf3 DfS 11 We2
De7 12 g5 KxeS 13 dxeS Dd7 14
f4 §c5 15 £c2 h6 16 WhS with an
attacking position (Watson-Pedersen,
Herning 1991).

10 ... c5

Or 10..0-0 11 Dgf3 Of5 12 g4
$e7 13 h4 with an attack.

11 2b5+ be7

11..2d7? loses by force to 12
Hxd7 Dxd7 13 dxc5 Kxc5 14 Dxe6!

12 00

White has the better chances

(Nunn-Tal, Brussels 1988) — Game 20.

Game 17
Psakhis-Am.Rodriguez
Sochi 1988

1 ed c6

2 d4 ds

3 Hd2 dxed

4 Hxed HA7

5 &Hgs AHdfé

6 Scd Ads

6...e6 is sounder and more natural.

7 O3 g6

8 00 2g7

9 Hel hé6
10 Hed fgd
11 ¢3 Dgf6
12 &cs! W7
13 h3 £xf32!

A few moves later Black comes to
regret this exchange. Stronger was
13..2f5 14 Hest.

14 Wxf3 00
15 £b3 b6
16 Hd3 b5
17 a4 a6

18 Lf4!

A highly concrete move, based on
the weakening of the a2-g8 diagonal,
and in particular the g6 square.

18 ... Hxf4
19 &Hxf4 &h7

Against 19...e6 Psakhis had pre-
pared a whole cascade of sacrifices:
20 Hxe6! fxe6 21 Kxe6+! ®h7 22
QDxg6! Hfe 23 W5 Hxe6 24 DesS+
#h8 25 Wxe6. But this theme is not
yet exhausted.

20 axbs cxb5S

21 &xf7!



22 Dxg6!

148

5..9\dfs

If 22..%xg6 there follows 23

Wd3+ g5 24 HeS+.

23 XHxa6

g8

The knight is still taboo in view of
a mating attack: 23...xg6 24 Wed+!
g5 25 ha+ hS 26 WS+ xhd 27

55
15 ... b6
16 £b2 &b7
17 Hadl &Heds
18 Xd4

X
Z

22
.

AT
A
o

2.

18

’//‘MZ‘?

,@.%

0
/

s=ey,
V,, -/
a
o~
P

%

b5!

The position is ripe for active

measures. With this pawn sacrifice
Karpov aims to take the initiative: 19

g3+
24 Des b=¢i ]
25 &6 Nds
26 We2 Bdeé
27 Wxb5 X8
28 Hes b8
29 Wa4 Hxb2
30 Hxdé6 Wxdé
31 Hed 1-0
Game 18
De Firmian-Karpov
Biel 1990

1 ed c6

2 d4 ds

3 a2 dxed

4 Dxed DA7

5 55  &H\dfé

6 RKRc4 €6

7 He2 c5

8 00 hé6

9 o3 a6
10 a4 cxd4
11 Hexdd £d6
12 We2 NeT
13 DesS W7
14 Hdf3 00
15 b3

axb5 axb5 20 £xb5 Ha2 21 H\c4 e5.

19 £xd5 f&xd5
20 g4 Le7
21 &fes Wb7
22 Hxfe+ Kxf6
23 g4 &8
24 c4 bxc4
25 &Hd7?

An unjustified loss of time. 25 bxc4
£.¢6 26 a5 was essential.

15 £f4 can be met by 15...2ed5S
16 Rg3 b6 17 Hadl Kb7. A similar
manoeuvre is also possible after 15 a5

—15...%ed5 16 c3 bs.

25 ... £xb2
26 Wxb2 Hg8
27 Xh4 $h7
28 Des cxb3
29 Xel Hac8
30 Wd2 fS

31 g4 gs

32 =h3 Hc2

0-1
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Game 19
Smirin-Smyslov
55th USSR Ch 1988

1 ed c6

2 d4 ds

3 Ha2 dxed

4 Dxed HaA7

5 Og5  H\dfé
6 DIf3 Dhé

Here 6...e6 is considered the main
sontinuation, but in his later years
smyslov does not think it advisable to
:ngage in theoretical discussions with
young players, and prefers paths that
ire little-explored.

7 ¢3 g6

8 Rcd4 Kg7

9 090 00
10 Zel AV &)
11 Hes AHds
12 Hgf3 Wer
13 &b3 e6?!

Black

lllogical. should have
thought about developing his second
bishop by 13...b6. Now White gains a
great spatial advantage by force.

14 c4 Hfé6
15 g4 De7
16 %14 Was
16...Wd8 was more circumspect.
17 Hel! bS?!
And here 17...c5 was more natural.
18 £d2 Wds
19 £b4 bxc4
20 f£xc4 as
21 Ra3!

Sensibly, Smirin is not tempted by
the win of a pawn by 21 Rxe7 Wxe7
22 Dxc6 Wd6, since with the

exchange of his dark-square bishop
the weakened dark squares in White’s
position would give Black more than
sufficient compensation.

21 ... £a6?

Black underestimates the threats
posed by the white bishops on ad-
jacent diagonals. It is true that he was
unable to block one of them by
21..Dfd5 on account of 22 Kxd5
cxd5 23 c6 Dxc6 24 Kxf8, when he
has no compensation for the ex-
change, but with the ‘ugly’ 21..8d7
he could have held on.
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22 Dxf7t Hxf7

23 fRxeb Deds
24 Des Haa7
25 Hxcé

The simple 25 Dxc6 was also good
enough to win.

25 ... 9Hf4
26 Xxa6 Hxa6
27 S£xf7+ &h8
28 W3 1-0
Game 20
Nunn-Tal
Brussels 1988
1 ed c6
2 d4 ds
3 Ha2 dxed
4 Hxed HA7
5 HNgs5  Hdfé
6 DIf3 e6
7 &es )i
8 4d3 £d6
9 ¢3 W7
10 We2 c5
11 Kb5+ De7

As mentioned in the analysis,
11...8.d7? loses to 12 &xd7 &Hxd7 13
dxc5 £xc5 14 Dxe6!

12 00 cxd4?!
12...a6 13 £d3 b6 14 f4%f would
have been better.

13 cxd4 Nfs
14 fKe3! Hxe3
15 fxe3d?

White has a spatial advantage and

the more active pieces, but with this
one move he makes the position ob-
scure. As shown by Nunn, he should
have activated his queen: 15 Wxe3
Ad5 16 Wg3 16 17 Ded! g8 18 Wha
f.xe5 19 dxe5 WxeS 20 Wxh7.

15 ... f.xe5
16 dxes Wxe5
17 Wd3

/.@.//
) /
_ 7/&/

w
7
o 7@%
M?

17 ... Wxg5?

Suicidal, whereas after 17...a6! 18
Wa3+ Wd6 19 Wxd6+ &xd6 20
Dxf7+ we7 21 Hxh8 axb5 22 g4
£d7 23 g5 Hxh8 24 gxf6+ gxf6 Black
had the chance to go into a sound
enough ending (Nunn). But ‘on the
way’ he could also have considered
22...g5!? 23 h4 Rad, not losing hope
of winning the errant knight.

18 Wa3d+ &d8
19 Hadl+ Rd7
20 Kxd7 1-0



’ART I1: 5 £.c4

5...2gf6 6 g5 e6 7 We2 H\b6)

1 ed c6

2 d4 ds

3 &c3 dxed
4 &Hxed Ha7
5 RKc4

’//
.

_
///
f

An active development of this
ishop, by which White retains a
hoice of deploying it on the a2-g8
nd b1-h7 diagonals.

5 ... Dgf6
5..4\df6 transposes after 6 &g5
1to a variation examined in the
revious chapter.
6 g5

The main continuation. Black
annot get by without playing ...2b6,
vhich removes his control of e5, and,
n contrast to the variations examined
n Chapters 1-4, the white knight aims
d occupy this square, where it will be
upported by the other knight.

But the modest exchange 6 Dxf6+
xf6 is also not so harmless. Now the
developing 7 @f3 leads to positions
examined in Chapter 9 after 5 9f3
Defe 6 Dxfe+ Dxf6 7 Kcd. Of
independent significance is 7 ¢3, a
continuation with which it is useful to
be familiar.

Ne
Ty %L%
Aw
///

7

///

“
/

//// /

(a) 7...Wc7, and now:

(al) 8 h3 &f5 9 &Hf3 e6 10 0-0
£4d6 11 Kel h6 12 We2 0-0-0 13 a4
g5 14 De5 Hd5 15 a5 6 16 Hd3 hSs,
and Black’s action on the kingside
proved more effective than his
opponent’s on the other side of the
board (Short-Adams, Groningen WC
1997);

(a2) 8 Wb3 e6 9 D3 £d6 10 0-0
(10 Rg5 allows Black to seize the
initiative: 10...8d7 11 0-0 Hed! 12
£ha g513 L¢3 g4 14 Kxd6 Wxd6 15
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Hfel gxf3 16 Hxe4 0-0-0 17 g3 hSF,
Ermenkov-Lago, Palma de Mallorca
1989) 10..0-0 11 Hel b6 12 Lg5
K57 13 a4 c5 14 Kxf6 Kxf3 with
equal chances (Bellin-Ostenstad,
Gausdal 1990);

(a3) 8 We2 £g4 9 f3 £15 10 g4!
Kg6 11 f4 KRed 12 D3 L£d5 (or
12...e6 13 0-0 £xf3 14 Wxf3 £d6 15
ad! d5 16 £d2 h5 17 g5 g6 18 a5 a6
19 £d3! with a great spatial advan-
tage for White, Kostyra-Sapis, Poland
1990) 13 Hgl h5 14 g5 RKxcd 15
Wxc4d DdA5 16 De5 and White’s
chances are preferable (Iruzubieta-
F.Garcia, Spanish Ch 1991);

(b) 7.6 8 &f3 Ke7 9 0-0 0-0
(here Smyslov has tried 9...b5!? 10
£d3 £b7 11 We2 0-0 12 £g5 a6 13
He5 Dd5 14 Kd2 ¢5 15 dxc5 &xc5
with a double-edged game, Zhuko-
vitsky-Smyslov, 37th USSR Ch 1969)
10 We2 Wc7 11 g5 (11 DeS b6 12
L4 £d6 13 £g3 Kb7 14 Badl ¢5 15
dxc5 Wxc5 16 Exdét is also good,
Wittmann-Danner, Graz 1991 11...c5
(weaker is 11...0d5?! 12 &xe7 Wxe7
13 He5 Wc7 14 Wed!t, Balashov-
Smagin, Voronezh 1987) 12 Hadl,
and here in Dimitrov-Guerra (Olot
1992), instead of 12...cxd4?! 13 Hxd4
£d47 14 &e5 with advantage to
White, Black should have played
12...b6d;

(c) 7...g6 8 Df3 £g7 9 0-00-0 10
Hel (10 R4 294 11 h3 &xf3 12
Wxf3 &)d5 13 Kg3 b5 14 £d3 6 15
Hfel Wd7 16 h4 h5 17 Le5%, Boe-
Arkell, Ostende 1991) 10..4d5 11
£g5 He8 12 Wd2 £g4 13 He5 Leb

14 Rh6 Wd6 15 fxg7 dxg7 16
Radl. White’s chances are preferable
(J.Fernandez-Epishin, Logrono 1991).
6 ... €6

Blocking the diagonal by 6...d5
involves a delay in development and
allows White to build up a persistent
initiative: 7 @13 h6 (7...e6?! 8 HeS
DxeS5 9 dxeSt) 8 Ded N7b6 9 £b3
(also possible is 9 £d3 b4 10 Le2
£f5 11 a3 Kxed 12 axbd e6 13 3
£d6 14 00 Wf6 15 Dd2 &f5 16 f4
00 17 &f3%, Rychagov-Meduna,
Manila OL 1992) 9..&f5 10 &g3
£h7 11 0-0 e6 12 QDes Dd7 13 412
(also good is 13 c4 D516 14 &4 Ke7
15 We2 0-0 16 Hadl Re8 17 &HhS
Dxh5 18 Wixh5%t, Salai-Meduna,
Stary Smokovec 1992) 13...Wc7 14 c4
D516 15 Rhl Ke7 16 Ke2 Lxc2 17
Wxc2 h5 18 f5 with the better chances
for White (Gazik-Meduna, Stary
Smokovec 1992).

7 We2
White prevents his knight from
being driven away (7...h6? 8 @xf7!)
and takes control of e5.
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Developing by 7 @13 allows
Ylack to drive back the other knight to
13, which assists his aftack on the
entre: 7...h6 8 @h3 b5 9 Ke2 ¢5 10
—0 a6 11 a4 b4 12 &Hf4 Kd6 13 dxc5
Nxc5 14 §d3 Dxd3 15 Wxd3 Wc7
nd Black’s position is preferable
Schmittdiel-Podgaets, Dortmund
993).

7 @De2 h6 8§ Of3 has the same
Irawbacks:

(a) 8...8£d6 9 00 (or 9 K4 Lxf4
0 Dxfa Wc7 11 £d3 b5 12 £b3 ¢5
13 DxcS Dxc5 14 dxc5 Wxcs=,
vliladinovic-Markovic, Cetinje 1990)
)...Wc7 10 &c3 b5 11 Kd3 b4 12
Ned Dxed 13 Kxed D6 14 Kd3 0-0
|5 We2 £b7 16 £d2, and Black
ichieved 16...c5, the main strategic
dea of the wvariation . (Simagin-
Smyslov (Moscow 1963) — Game 2,

(b) 8...c5 9 0-0 b6 10 Lb5+
Rd7 11 a4 a6 12 Kxd7+ Dbxd7 13
4 cxd4 14 Dexdd Lc5 with equal
shances (Coupet-Spiridonov, Cannes
1992).

7 ... b6

7..We7?! (preparing queenside
castling) was tried in the game Stein-
Flohr (Ukrainian Ch 1957). After 8
£d2 b6 9 0-0-0 Kb7 10 D113 hé6 (if
10..0-0-0 11 %He5 with a strong
initiative), instead of 11 £b4!? ¢5!
with great complications, White could
have retained a positional advantage
by 11 Hed.

/ x%

A//

%%

/.Q% “w
w,a//

////

Now White’s main replies are 8
Kd3 (Chapters 5 and 6) and 8 Kb3
(Chapters 7 and 8).
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1 e4 c6

2 d4 ds

3 &3 dxed

4 Sxed HNA7

5 Rcd Ngf6
6 Dgs €6

7 We2 Nb6

8 K&d3

This bishop retreat has a tactical
basis: 8..Wxd4? 9 DIf3 Wd5 10
QDe5! Wxg2 11 Jfl RKe7 12 Def3
Wg4 13 Dxf7 with a dangerous attack
for White (Arnason-Helmers, Reyk-
javik 1982).

8 ... hé

It is best to drive away the active
knight as soon as possible. Risky is
8...5?! 9 dxc5 £xc5 10 D113 hé (or
10..Wc7 11 DesS 0-0 12 &f4 Kba+
13 &fl Dbd5 14 Kg3 Kd6 15 c4
&b4 16 Dgat, Kupreichik-Tamme,
Parnu 1975) 11 Ded Dxed 12 Wxed
Wds 13 Wg4 g6 14 0-0 &d7 15 Rdi

&f6 16 Wha Re7 17 Lg5 g8 18
fKxe7 Dxe7 19 W6 Xf8 20 Hes Wcs
21 Dxgb D5 22 Kb5+ 1-0
(Rublevsky-Tataev, Azov 1991).

9 D53 o5

9..8e7 10 £d2 ©bd5 11 0-0-0
&\d7 is passive. However, if White
tries to force matters by 12 §e5, then
after 12..2xe5 13 dxe5 Wc7 14 f4
Kd7 15 &3 0-0-0 16 a3 ¢5 17 c4
b6 18 RKaS RKad Black equalises
(Kupreichik-Smyslov, Moscow 1972).
More subtle is 12 a3!, and after 13 c4
White gains an enduring advantage.

10 dxc5S

The main continuation.

The attempt to defend the pawn by
10 Ke3 allows Black to exchange this
bishop: 10...a6 11 c3 £bdS 12 DeS
Wc7 (or 12..cxd4 13 Rxd4 &Hf4 14
W3 Hxd3+ 15 Wxd3 b5?! 16 He2
Kb7 17 &fat, Hellers-Rogers,
Malme 1993; 15...£.d6 16 Dgf3t was
essential) 13 @gf3 b6 14 0-0 Kd6 15
Hacl, and here in Hellers-Adorjan
(Thessaloniki QL 1988) Black could
have maintained the balance by
15...80xe3! 16 fxe3 Kb7 17 e4 0-0.
Therefore 15 £d2'% would have been
more accurate.

After 10 Rf4 the bishop again
comes under attack by the knight:
10...9bd5 (if 10...cxd4?! 11 0-0-0
Wds 12 &bl £d7 13 HeS £d6 14
Hef3 White has a dangerous
initiative) 11 &e5 cxd4 12 0-0-0 Wa5
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13 Kcd (13 Dxd4!? Wxa2 14 c4
comes into consideration, with the
initiative for the pawn) 13..&)c3 14
bxc3 Wa3+ 15 &bl dxc3 16 £b5+
Nd7 17 £xc3 Wxc3 with equal
chances (Gipslis-Marovic, Tallinn
1975).
10 ... L.xc5

The other main continuation

10...22bd7 is examined in Chapter 6.
11 %Des

White puts into effect the main idea
of the Dg5 move. After 12 Hgf3 and
kingside castling, in a quiet position
he will be able to count on an endur-
ing initiative, based on the pressure of
the knight at e5.

If 11 RKd2, planning queenside
castling, White has to reckon with
counterplay on that side of the board:

(@) 11...0-0 12 0-0-0 Dad!, with
the idea of 13 £xh6 Wb6 14 WeS
Wxb2+, while after 13 £b5 Kd7 14
£xd7 Wxd7 (Kir.Georgiev-Adams,
Groningen 1993) Black’s chances are
preferable, since 15 £xh6 Wc6 16
£e3 Wb6 17 c3 &xe3+ 18 fxe3 Hac8
rebounds on White;

(b) 11...Wc7 12 0-0-0 0-0 13 De5
K47 (the slow 13..dbd7 14 {4 b6 15
Dgf3 b7 16 Bhel R8d6 17 £d4! a6
18 Db3 £.d5 19 &bl a5 20 g4 allows
White to get his attack in first,
Oratovsky-Fridman, Israel 1993) 14
Qgf3 Hfc8 15 g4 Ke7 16 g5 hxgs 17
Hxg5 /b5 18 L4? Lxd3 19 Exd3
Nfds 20 Hf3 Dxf4 0-1 (A.lvanov-
Karpov, Moscow 1992).

11 ... Abd7
12 Qef3

Black’s main replies are 12...We7
(5.1) and 12...5)xe5 (5.2).

S1(le4c62d4d53 Ne3 dxed
4 Dxed DA7 5 Kcd Dgfe 6 Dgs
e6 7 We2 HYb6 8 £d3 h6 9 D513
¢5 10 dxcS £xc5 11 Hes Dbd7
12 Dgf3)

12 ... Wc7

%
&%ﬁ%ﬂ%ﬂf
. & & B

Black fights for control of e5.

Here White’s main plans are
associated with 13 0—0 (5.11) and 13
K14 (5.12), since the attack on his
central knight prevents the plan with
queenside castling: 13 £d2? DxeS5 14
Dxe5 Rxf2+! 15 &xf2 Wxe5 16
WxeS Dga+, and White loses a pawn
(Suetin-Kholmov, Budapest 1976).

5.11 (1 e4 ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 Dc3 dxed
4 Dxed D7 5 Kcd Hgfe 6 Dgs
e6 7 We2 H\b6 8 £d3 h6 9 D513
5 10 dxc5 £xc5 11 DeS Dba7
12 gf3 We7)

13 00
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13 ... 0-0

It is important not to overdo the
pressure on €5, since after 13...2d6?!
14 4 Ke7 15 HHd4! Black may not
manage to castle, as 15...0-0 is met by
the unpleasant 16 Q\fS! At the same
time b5 is threatened, and if 15...a6
there follows 16 Wxe6! (this is where
the weakening move ...h7-h6 tells),
while after 15...4c5 16 b5 Wbs 17
Hdl White’s pressure is too great
(Gufeld-Bagirov, Tallinn 1981) -
Game 21.

14 Xel

White strengthens his control over
e5. In the event of 14 Rf4 K46 it is
easier for Black to attack the knight,
e.g. 15 h3 Qxe5 16 Kxe5 Kxe5 17
Pxe5 Dd7! (weaker is 17..Kd8?! 18
Haecl We7 19 f4+, Martin-Ledger,
British Ch 1992) 18 f4 Wb6+ 19 &h2
Wxb2, although after 20 Radl White
has compensation for the pawn
(Martin).

Also insufficient for an advantage
is 14 £d2 £d6 (or 14..Dxe5 15
Nxe5 Kd4=) 15 Dxd7 £xd7 16 Hael

Zfd8 17 De5 RKbS! with equal
chances (A.Sokolov-Karpov, match
(7), Linares 1987).

14 ... L£d6

Exchanging a pair of knights does
not ease Black’s problems: 14...2)xe5
15 &xe5 Rd8 16 L4 b6 17 Kg3 Kd6
18 Hadl &b7 19 c3 Hac8 20 Kbl
Kd5 21 Rd4 fcs 22 DHgs WeT 23
Hxfo+ Wxf6 24 ReS with advantage
to White, who controls the important
central squares (Sznapik-Spiridonov,
Polanica Zdroj 1982).

After 14...b6 15 &xd7:

(@) 15..9xd7 16 Wed &Hfo 17
Wxa8 (or 17 Wh4) 17..2b7 18 Wxa7
Ha8 19 Wxa8+ with advantage to
White;

(b) 15..8xd7 16 DeS Kc6 (if
16..Xfd8 17 Wf3) 17 Dxc6 (17 L1412
Zfd8 18 Kg3 Kd6 19 Hadl Kb7 20
c3% also comes into consideration)
17..Wxc6 18 &4 and White retains
the initiative (Ivanchuk-Karpov,
Reykjavik 1991) — Game 22.

15 Dcd

15 214 can be met by 15...8xeS
(15..9Dh5!1? 16 Rd2 Hc5 17 K4
&\f6! also comes into consideration)
16 Dxe5 b6 17 W3 Kb7 18 Wh3
Rfd8 19 Hadl Hed 20 Kxed Kxed
with equal chances (Barlov-Radulov,
Belgrade 1982).

15 ... Le7
16 %ces

Or 16 £d4 @c5 with equal chances
(Minasian-Vyzhmanavin, = Debrecen
1992) — Game 23.

Izeta-Karpov (Dos Hermanas 1993)
now continued 16...0c5 17 Lc4 a6
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18 a3 b5 19 Ka2 &b7 20 Ke3 Hced
21 £d4 Rad8 22 c3 &c5 with equal
chances.

5.12 (1 e4 ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 Dc3 dxed
4 Dxed DA7 5 Kcd Dgle 6 Dgs
e6 7 We2 Hb6 8 £.d3 h6 9 H513
c5 10 dxc5 £xc5 11 De5 Dbd7
12 Hgf3 We7)

13 Kf4

This practically forces Black to
exchange his dark-square bishop,
although White achieves this at the
cost of losing the right to castle.

13 ... Lbd+

In the event of 13...£d6 14 Kg3!
(insufficient is 14 0—0-0 &d5 15 Kg3
&c3 16 bxe3 Wxc3 17 Dcd Wal+ 18
$d2 Lbat+ 19 Le3 RKc5+ 20 Pd2
Kb4+ ¥-Y, Chandler-Speelman, Lon-
don 1986) 14...0-0 15 0-0-0 &c5 16
bl Rd8 (16..20d5 17 c4! b4 18
£c2) 17 £h4 Le7 18 g4 Dd5 19
S xe7 Wxe7 20 Kc4 White’s position
is preferable (Stefansson-Vyzhman-
avin, Lucerne 1993).

14 %d2

After 14 $f1 £d6 15 £g3 0-0 16
Rd1 DxeS 17 DxeS Bd8 18 &Hcd
£xg3 19 hxg3 Kd7 (in the mutual
flank attacks after 19...b5?! 20 &e5
£b7 21 Hel b4 22 g4 it is White who
gets there first: 22...Hd4 23 g5 hxg5s
24 g6 Hh7 25 Rxh7 1-0, Popovic-
Kosic, Novi Sad 1992) 20 We5 Hac8
the chances are equal (Timman-Kar-
pov, Amsterdam 1988).

14 ... Kxd2+
15 <&xd2 00
16 Xhd1 ANds

The active 16...Wb6 was tried in
the 1993 FIDE World Championship
Match, Timman-Karpov. It proved
justified only after 17 &c4?! Wc5 18
W3 9Dd5F (game 1), but after 17
&cl! HdS 18 Kg3 &S 19 Lcd
(game 3) White’s position was pre-
ferable.

But then an improvement was
found: 16...%¢5 17 el &d5 18 Kg3
Hxd3+ 19 Hxd3 b5! with equal
chances (game 7).

17 Kg3 dxes
17...8Y716 can also be considered.

18 RKxes
18 Wxe5 is stronger.

18 ... Was+

19 el 16

20 L¢3 £47

21 ¢4 Ab4

If 21.Hac8 White gains the
advantage by 22 £¢2! &b6 23 b3.
22 R2bl £ad
23 Rd2 Had8!
The chances are equal (Topalov-
Adams, Belgrade 1995).
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S2(ledc62d4d53 He3 dxed
4 Dxed DA7 5 Kcd Dgf6 6 Dg5
e6 7 We2 b6 8 £d3 h6 9 D53
c5 10 dxc5 £xc5 11 DesS Hbd7
12 Ogf3)

12 ... Dxes
13 HxeS

// // 7 ///
. e U
AT AW AT

2 & | H

The exchange of knights makes
things more difficult for Black, since
it allows White strong piece pressure
in the centre, enhancing his attacking
chances.

13 ... 0-0

Here 13...W¢7 allows White to gain
the advantage of the two bishops in an
open position. This is especially ap-
preciable in an ending, since he has
the possibility of creating an outside
passed pawn on the queenside: 14
£b5+! 247 (if 14...9)d7 there follows
15 Kf4, not fearing 15...&b4d+ in
view of the possible typical combin-
ation with the sacrifice of both rooks:
16 ¢3! &xc3+ 17 bxc3 Wxc3+ 18
Wd2 Wxal+ 19 Le2 Wxhl 20 &xd7+
and White wins) 15 00 00

(15..8xb5 16 Wxb5+ Pe7 comes
into consideration) 16 &xd7 Hxd7 17
¢3 and White’s chances are preferable
(Blatny-Adams, Adelaide 1988) -
Game 24.

14 L£d2

Preparing the option of castling on
both sides. If 14 0—0 Black has the
good reply 14...b6!:

(a) 15 W3 Wc7 16 &4 Kb7 17
Dg4 Kxf3 18 Dxfe+ gxfé6 19 Lxc7
£b7 with an equal game (Hiibner-
Lobron, Biel 1986),

(b) 15 Bd1 We7 (also possible is
15..Wc7 16 Qg4 Dxgd 17 Wxgd 5
with a complicated game) 16 b4 Rd6
(16...8xb47 17 &c6 Wcs 18 Hxba
Wxb4 19 Wf3t) 17 Kb2 Kb7 18 a3
Hfd8 19 c4 a5 20 b5 Rac8 and the
chances are again equal (Filip).

14 ... Wds

Here both ways of castling are
possible: 15 0—0-0 (5.21) and 15 0-0
(5.22), although they both involve a
pawn sacrifice.

If White avoids castling with 15 f4
b5! 16 Ke3 £xe3 17 Wxe3 b7 18
Rgl Rfd8 19 g4 Ded Black gains
equal chances (Tarjan-Rogoff, USA
1985).

5.21 (1 e4 ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 Hc3 dxed
4 Dxed H)A7 5 Lcd Hgf6 6 g5
e6 7 We2 b6 8 £d3 h6 9 D53
c5 10 dxc5 £xc5 11 Hes Hbd7
12 Dgi3 DxeS 13 Hxe5 0-0 14
£d2 Wds)

1s 00
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15 . f£d4

Or 15...b5 16 &hl £b7 17 4 b4
18 a3 a5 19 axb4 axb4 20 Hadl Hads,
and here in Mestel-Speelman (Bath
1987) White could have begun an
attack with 21 Rel! Wa2 22 &h4
Ke7 23 f5.

16 Kf4

The alternative is 16 &3 £xb2 17
Habl £a3 18 £c3 Ke7 19 Hfd1 Wco
20 Ke5 with a strong initiative for the
pawn.

16 ... £xb2
17 Hab1!

This is stronger than 17 Had1 Wc5
18 c4 Rd4 19 £bl1 b6 20 Rd3 &b7
(20...2a6!? 21 Hg3 De8!T is also
good) 21 Hg3 Had8! 22 h3 Hfe8! 23
$£c2 &f8, when Black defends
successfully (Khalifman-Tukmakov,
54th USSR Ch 1987).

17 ... £d4
17..8xe5? is weak: 18 &xe5 &d7
19 Xb5 Wc6 20 Kxg7! with a strong
attack.

Shterengas-Sokolin (USSR 1987)

now continued 18 c4 Wd8§ 19 Zfd1

We7 20 £c2 £b6 21 Wf3 £c7 22
Wh3! with an attack for White.

5.22 (1 e4 ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 D3 dxed
4 Dxed NA7 5 Lcd Dgf6 6 Dgs
e6 7 We2 b6 8 £d3 h6 9 H53
¢5 10 dxc5 £xc5 11 DeS Dbd7
12 Dgf3 Dxe5 13 Hxes5 00 14
2.d2 Wd5s)

’ Geaor o4 N /%
V |y
AA %Wﬁﬁ/

B 8

A double-edged plan, which has
hitherto been insufficiently explored

by the top players.
15 ... Wxa2
16 3 b5

In Gaprindashvili-Zaitseva (Tbilisi
1979) Black played 16...Wal+? 17
&c2 Wad+ 18 &bl Zb8 19 £.c2 Wab
20 Wf3 b5 21 &xh6 b4 22 Kxg7 and
lost.

Also inadequate is 16..82a3 17
£e3 Wal+ 18 £bl, when White’s
attack is more of a reality.

17 Kbl!

This is stronger than 17 £xh6 b7

(17...gxh6? loses after 18 Wf3 b4 19
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£b1 Wal 20 Wg3+ dh8 21 Rds!,
Bielchik-Sabolshi, Kikinda 1983) 18
Nd7 Dxd7 19 Wg4 Wal+ 20 Kbl g6
21 Bxd7 Ka3, and now:

(a) 22 bxa3 Wxc3+ 23 &d1 Hfd8
24 2d2 Wal! 25 de2 Wes+ 26 &di
Wal, forcing a repetition of position
(Chandler-Speelman, Brighton 1984);

(b) 22 Rd2 - Game 25 (Adorjan-
Flesch, Hungarian Ch 1975).

17 ... Wad

Including the queen in the defence
in the event of 18 Wd3 Wh4! 19 h3
£b7 20 Od7 Efd8 21 Hxfe+ Wxf6,
when Black’s chances are preferable
(Reimann-Oll, Tallinn 1986).

If 17...Wal there naturally follows
18 Lxh6!

18 Wf3! ads
19 Wg3 &h8
20 Xhel! b4

20...56? loses to 21 Kxh6 gxh6
22 Hd8! Hgd 23 Hxf7+ g7 24 Red
1-0 (Diaz-Sieiro, Camaguey 1987).

21 Hed! RKe7
Not 21..2b7? on account of 22
£xh6 gxh6 23 Ehd.

22 Hg4 g5
Or 22....16 23 Wd3!
23 h4!
White has a strong attack (Gug-
mundsson-Torkelsson, corr. 1992).

Game 21
Gufeld-Bagirov
Tallinn 1981

1 ed c6
2 d4 ds
3 Hd2 dxed

4 Hxed HA7
5 RKecd DHgf6
6 Dgs €6
7 We2 Db6
8 £d3 hé6
9 &H513 cS
10 dxc5 fxc5
11 HDes Hbd7
12 Degf3  Wc7
13 00

%
_ /.@./@///
&%&/3%& %

///A///

13 ... 2d67!
An imperceptible inaccuracy, the
drawbacks of which were disclosed in

this game. 13..0-0 is the main
continuation.

14 HDcd Le7

15 &Hd4! AT

16 b5 Wb3

After 16..Wd8 17 Hd1! a knight
nevertheless penetrates to  d6:
17...9xd3 18 Hxd3 &d5 19 Hecd6+!
£xd6 20 HxdS, securing White the

advantage.
17 Hd1 £d7
18 a4! a6
19 %d4 We7

20 Hes!
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Game 22
Ivanchuk-Karpov
Reykjavik 1991
1 e4 c6
2 d4 ds
3 &3 dxe4
4 Dxed HA7
5 Rc4 Hgf6
6 Dg5 €6
7 We2 b6
8 Rkd3 hé6
9 53 c5
The knight has triumphantly 10 dxc5 £xc5
returned to e5 — White’s positional 11 Hes Hbd7
advantage is obvious. 12 SHg3  Wer
20 ... &Hxd3 13 00 00
21 Hxd3 Hds 14 XHel

22 Rf4 Wes
23 Hadl &Hds

24 Whs!
Preventing 24...0-0, when there >,

follows 25 £xh6! &)f6 26 Wgs Hes //%

27 Wg3, with an attack and an extra %

pawn for White. 7 //
24 ... g6 / //
25 WEB BT 7
26 Xg3 K8
27 ¢3! as

Preventing b2-b4, which was
possible after 27...0\f6 28 b4! WdS 29

%dc6 with advantage to White. But 14 ... b6
now he is able to make a decisive 14...£.d6 is more active.
invasion at bS. 15 Hxd7 Kxd7
28 4bs g5 16 2DeS £c6
29 c4 D4 17 Dxe6  Wxcb
30 Xxd8+ £xd8 18 RKf4 Rads
31 2xf4  gxf4 Black can consider 18...8b4 19 c3
32 Wd3 b6 Ke7 20 Hadl Wa4!?, fighting for the

33 &Hdé+ 10 d-file: 21 Ke5 Rad8 (Karpov).
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19 Hadl  £d6
20 £d2 W7
21 g3 Wec6

21..Re7!1? 22 Kc3 Hd5 23 KR4
Hc5 was more subtle (Karpov).
22 a3 fKe7

Z
"%

7
,,,,, .
) " | A%% X

= B @
W wm @ B
WeE W

&

/%&%w%
7 ‘

23 2c3

White has a classic advantage, first
formulated by Steinitz — a pawn
majority on the queenside and the
possibility of creating there an outside
passed pawn. Therefore in the spirit of
the position was 23 c4! Wa4 (or
23..a5 24 R£c¢3 a4 25 Rc2 Hc8 26
Rd4t) 24 Rc1 Hc8 25 W3 Ph8 26
K11 with the idea of continuing b2-b3
and £b2, when White’s chances are

preferable.
23 ... Wc7
24 KeS £4d6
25 &c3

Insufficient is 25 Kxf6 gxf6 26
Wga+ Ph8 27 Wd4 Re7 28 Wha Sg7
29 Wgda+ Sh8 30 Wh5 g7 31 Hxeb
Hxd3! with equal chances (Karpov).

25 ... Ke7
26 Kcd

Here too White could have tried to
use his queenside pawn majority: 26
Wf31? 4d7 27 b4 K6 28 Kxf6 Dxf6
29 c4.

26 ... Wc6
27 Hd3 Hxd3
28 £xd3 Hds
29 Rdi Hds
30 W3 bs

L
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Black has finally managed to

equalise.
31 el Wd7
32 Hes 218!
33 Exd5 &xds
34 Wed s
35 Wd4 a6
36 Kd2 KeT!
37 Wes Kf6
38 Wbs+ &f7
39 Wa8 Wdé
40 b3 £c3

It is useful to exchange the dark-
square bishops, but it was better to do
this by 40..8g5! 41 fKxg5 hxgs,
when the initiative passes to Black.

41 Rfxc3 Dxc3
42 Wcs s



70 Caro-Kann: Smyslov System 4... d7

43 b4 De7
44 Wb7 >f6
45 af ko)

Game 23
Minasian-Vyzhmanavin
Debrecen 1992

1 e4 c6

2 d4 ds

3 &3 dxed

4 &Hixed Dd7

5 fcd Dgfl6
6 Dgs €6

7 We2 Ab6

8 £d3 hé6

9 4513 c5

10 dxc5 Kxcs
11 HDes Nbd7
12 Dgf3 W7

14 Hel £d6

,,,,,,

If 16 &ceS Black can return his
bishop to dé6 or else play 16...4c5.

16 ... AN

17 4bs Wds

18 Hd1 £47

19 a4?!

19 @c3 was stronger.
19 ... a6
20 D3
20 &bd6 can be met by
20...40d5'7.
20 ... We7

21 HDes Hfds8
22 Rf4 Ke8
23 £g3  &Hxd3
24 Hxd3  Rxd3
25 Hxd3  Wed
26 h3 Ucs
27 He1?

This loses a pawn in an already
equal position. 27 fe5 was correct,
occupying the key square in his
variation.

[
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If 15 £f4 White has to reckon with 27

15...6h51? 16 £d2 &cs.
15 ... fe7
16 Ha4
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£d6

20 We3!
21 g3
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21

Ke52!

31 Res f6
32 Kd4 Dxc3
33 &xc3  Exc3
34 Ha2 as
35 &f1 Hcd
36 Xb2 £c6
37 &d3 Hxa4
38 &HeS Hal+
39 De2 a4
40 Sxe6 a3
41 Xb3 0-1
Game 24
Blatny-Adams
Adelaide 1988
1 ed c6
2 d4 ds
3 He3 dxed
4 Dxed DA7
5 fcd Hgf6
6 oDgs 6
7 We2 b6
8 RKd3 hé6
9 4513 c5
10 dxc5 Kxe5
11 %Des Hbd7
12 Dgfd3  Dxes
13 Hxes WM

This allows White to gain the
advantage of the two bishops. The
main move here is 13...0-0.

14 Kb5+!

15

0-0

K47
0-0

15..8xb5 16 Wxbs5+ Fe7 comes
into consideration.

16
17
18
19

DHxd7
c3
La4
Ke2

Dxd7
Bads
a6
f6

The position is one where Black
has to reckon with his opponent
setting up an outside passed pawn on

the queenside, and therefore ex-
changes, bringing the endgame nearer,
are unfavourable for him. On the other
hand, there is still the threat of an
attack on the kingside, on which the
white bishops are trained. In this
respect 21...20d5 22 Wed &6 23 Wha
fKe7 is more accurate.

22 el Ufe8

23 a4 Hds

24 RKb3 Hdds

25 a$ a7

26 RKad Wxa5?
Exchanges aid White’s afore-

mentioned plan. 26..He7 27 Kc2
&5 is a tougher defence, although
after 28 Re3 White retains the
advantage.
27 Wixb7! He7
Black has to go voluntarily into a
pin, as after 27..%)c5 White gains a
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material advantage by the tactical

manoeuvre 28 Wxf7+! <&xf7 29
R xe8+ Hxe8 30 Hxas.

28 RKe3 Ebs

29 Wa7

Taking the game into the technical

stage.

29 ... We7

30 Wxc7 RKxc7

31 Xedt Hds

32 b4 fS

33 £xd7 Zexd?

34 Rxd7 Exd7

35 Hxa6 e5

36 g2 g5

37 K£b6 £dé6

%7 /%’/ /%7@

R

5

SO

38 Xa8+
After the exchange of rooks by 38
Ra7! Xxa7 39 £xa7 Lf7 40 b5 deb
41 c4! White would have won more

quickly.
38 ... *f7
39 Z2ds Hxds
40 RKxd8 De6
41 h3! &d5
42 g4 4
43 K2f6 £18

4 f3 e4
45 fxed+  Dxed
46 bS 2ds
47 b6 Pc6
48 Kd4 Re7
49 c4 £d8
50 c5 Re7
51 <%f3 Rf8
52 Ped Ke7
53 <bfs K18
54 <e6! f3
55 b7 L7
56 c6 £d6
57 b8W+  Pxb8
58 &xd6 Pc8
59 RKb6 1-0
Game 25

Adorjan-Flesch
Hungarian Ch 1975

WIS W=

15

A double-edged plan. The quiet 15

e4

d4
el
Dxed
Red
Dgs
We2
&Kd3
AL &}
dxcS
Des
Dgf3
Hxes
Rd2
0-0-0

c6

ds
dxed
Ha7
Hef6
eb
b6
hé

c5
Kxc5
Hbd7
Nxes
0-0
wds

0-0 is less risky for White.

15
16

c3

Wxa2
bs
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17 Kxhé
White is drawn into forcing play.
More subtle is 17 2b1! Wa4 18 Wf3!
(18 Wd3 Wha!) 18..5)d5 19 Wg3.
17 ... KDb7
17...gxh6? loses to 18 WT3.
18 9a7
A diversionary manoeuvre. If 18
£b1 Black defends by 18...Wa4!
18 ... Hxd7
If 18..Wal+ 19 &bl &Hed4 White
has the decisive 20 &xg7! &xg7 21

Aixc5 Dixes 22 Wegd+.
19 Wg4  Wal+
20 £b1 g6
21 Hxd7 fa3

One cannot help asking: who is
attacking who?

22 Haz2?

It transpires that both White and
Black should have been satisfied with
perpetual check after 22 bxa3 Wxc3+.

22 ... Hfd8?

An exchange of mistakes, after
which the picture again changes. After
22.. Xfc8! 23 Wd4 £13 24 2xf8 Hxf8
Black would have parried the oppon-
ent’s threats, while maintaining his
own (Adorjan).

23 bxa3  Wxc3+
24 <&d1 Hxd2+

Now White succeeds in defending
his king. 24..8d5!? came into con-
sideration.

25 Kxd2 Has

26 Wgs L+
27 gxf3 Wxf3+
28 dc2 Hc8+?

In such a mélée it is not surprising

that mistakes are made. After
28.. Wd3+! 29 dcl Wxa3+ Black
would have held on.

29 b2 Wxh1

30 Sxg6! Wxh2

31 &h5+ 10



6: 10...2bd7

1
2
3
4
5
6 Hgs  e6
7
8
9
0

This move was devised by
Smyslov. The idea of retreating the
knight, which involves a pawn
sacrifice, is to gain the possibility of
capturing on ¢5 with knight or queen.

The simple 11 £f4 can be met by
11...80%c5 12 £b5+ £d47 13 000
Was 14 £xd7+ Dexd7 15 Dbl KeT=
(Henao-Isaacs, St Martin 1992).

11 De5 is also insufficient for an
advantage: 11...9Dxe5 12 WxeS WasS+
(12..Dd7 13 We2 Dxc5 14 LbS+
£d7=is also possible) 13 £d2 Wxc5

14 D3 WxeS+ 15 HxeS K5 (or
15..8d6) 16 RKb5+ &e7 with an
equal ending (Parma-Smyslov, Lu-
gano OL 1968) — Game 4.

Of course, White can spoil the
opponent’s pawn structure by 11 ¢6
bxc6, but this allows Black to begin
active piece play: 12 £d2 (or 12 Dd2
Qds! 13 Ded DeS) 12..Wb6! 13 b3
£a3! 14 Re3 (14 DHh3 g5?) 14.. Was5+
15 £d2 Wb6 with an equal game
(Przewoznik-Sapis, Poland 1988).

White’s critical decision is of
course to defend his extra pawn,
despite the obvious defects of his
queenside pawn structure.

11 b4

Here Black’s counterplay is
associated with 11...b6 (6.1), 11...a5
(6.2) or 11...22d5 (6.3).

6.1 (1 e4 c6 2 d4 d5 3 De3 dxed
4 Dxed HAT 5 Ked Hglé 6 Dg5
e6 7 We2 b6 8 £d3 h6 9 H5M3
¢5 10 dxc5 Hbd7 11 bd)

1m ... b6
This obvious frontal attack
weakens the c6 square and allows
White to activate his knight.
12 4d4
This active move is based on the
fact that Black cannot simply capture
the pawn: 12..bxc5?? 13 &c6 Wc7
14 Wxe6+! fxe6 15 Rg6 mate!
(Perenji-Eperjesi, Hungary 1984).
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Also after 12..20xc5 White gains
an advantage practically by force: 13
£b5+ ed7 14 a3 Lb7 (14..Wc7 15
£b2 a6 16 Lcd!t) 15 Dgf3 Ke7 16
£b2 a6 (16...0-0 17 Dxe6!) 17 £d3
0-0, and here in Kasparov-Bagirov
(Tbilisi 1978) White could have built
up a powerful attack by 18 &xe6!
Lxf3 19 gxf3 fxe6 20 Wxe6+ Lh8 21
0-0-0 Wc7 22 Rhgl W4+ 23 &bl
Rae8 24 Wxd7!+ (Kasparov).

Black usually plays 12...5d5
(6.11) or 12...Wc7 (6.12).

6.11 (1 e4 c6 2 d4 d5 3 D3 dxed
4 Dxed DAT 5 L4 Higle 6 Hg5
6 7 We2 H\b6 8 £d3 h6 9 D53
¢5 10 dxc5 Hbd7 11 b4 b6 12
Hd4)

12 ... Hds
In attacking the b4 pawn Black
loses time, and the e6 square remains
his Achilles’ heel.
13 &b2
14 Hxeb!
This sacrifice, analysed by Sap-

HHxb4

firov, is promising, although it has not
been tried in practice. Other moves
allow Black to maintain the balance:

14 Red Ka6 — cf. Game 26 (Van
der Wiel-Balashov, Malta OL 1980).

14 ¢6?! Dxd3+ 15 Wxd3 Dc5 16
Wil Dad 17 000 Hxb2 (or
17..Wg5+ 18 bl Hxb2) 18 dxb2
Wc7 and Black’s chances are prefer-
able (Tseshkovsky-Razuvaev, Volgo-
donsk 1981).
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14 ... xd3+
If White retains his bishop he gains
a strong attack: 14...fxe6 15 Kg6+
e7 16 Wi3! bxc5 17 Wxa8 Wa5 18
0-0-0! &b6 19 W3 Hxa2+ 20 bl
£d7 21 W7+ $d8 22 HHf3+.
15 Wxd3 We7
Or 15...fxe6 16 Wg6+ Le7 17 c6
Wes 18 Wg3 Dcs5 19 We7+ £d7 20
0-0-0=.
16 0-0-0 fxe6
16...Wxe6 is dangerous:
fKe7 18 Rhelt.
Now after 17 Wed4 Xb8 18 c¢6 &c5
19 Wg6+ W7 20 ¢7 Rag 21 dg+
e7 22 Wxf7+ $xf7 23 Df3 Da6 24

17 Df3
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He5+ Black cannot develop without
losing material.

6.12 (1 e4 ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 Hc3 dxed
4 Qxed DA7 5 L4 Dgf6 6 Dg5
e6 7 We2 Db6 8 £d3 h6 9 D5f3
c5 10 dxc5 ©bd7 11 b4 b6 12
Hd4)

Black maintains the tension, but
allows himself to be drawn into

forcing play.
13 9bs Wc6
14 Rf4 Wxg2

15 000 &b7

White’s pieces are impending over
the black king’s position, and
therefore 15...Wxh1 is not possible on
account of 16 Ac7+ Ld8 17 &3
Wg2 18 Zgl Wh3 19 Hdd.

16 De7+  Fe?
17 RKed!

This is more energetic than 17 215
Ded 18 Kxed Kxed 19 3 Wxe2 20
Hxe2 £xf3 21 Hxa8 KLxa8 22
Kd6+E (Fodor-Veress, corr. 1983).
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17 ... Wed
18 Wxe4 Dxed
19 Kbs! Rds
20 ¢6 Dxf2

Or 20..8xc6 21 fxc6 Dxf2 22
©f3! and Black cannot develop
without losing material.

Christiansen-Saidy (USA 1975)
now continued 21 Hxd7+! Hxd7 22
cxb7 Bd1+ 23 b2 Bd8, when White
could have won by 24 e8! e5 25
Kxe5 Pe6 26 K.

6.2 (1 e4 ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 Dc3 dxed
4 Dxed DA7 5 Ked Hgfé 6 g5
e6 7 We2 b6 8 £d3 h6 9 D563
5 10 dxc5 £bd7 11 b4)

11 ... as
This attack on the pawns is more
justified, since Black has the
additional resource of opening the a-
file.
12 ¢3 RKe7
12...axb4 13 cxb4 b6 is premature:
14 Dd4! Hxc5 15 Kb5+ Hed7 16
£d2 Kb7 17 Dgf3 with an unpleasant
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pin (Rajhman-Leman, Wolfsberg
1985).

13 a3
It is useful to over-protect the b4

pawn in the event of ...b7-b6. 13
£d2!? pursues the same aim, but
attempts to activate White’s pieces
merely create problems for him:

13 RKcd4?! 0-0 14 Hh3 axb4 15
cxb4 b6 and the pawn structure
crumbles in favour of Black (Lukov-
Meduna, Varna 1983).

13 Dd4 0-0 14 Def3 (14 Kb2

axb4 15 cxb4 e5!) 14...e5 and Black
firmly seizes the initiative (Martin-
Meduna, Bad Worishofen 1988) —
Game 27.
13 ... Nds
14 RKd2 axb4
In the event of 14..2f6 15 Hcl
axb4 16 axb4 White controls the
situation on the queenside.
15 cxb4 K16
Now after 16 Ha2 §c3 17 Lxc3
£xc3+ 18 &fl &Of6 Black has some
compensation for the pawn (he
threatens 19...2xb4).

6.3 (1 e4 c6 2 d4 d5 3 Hc3 dxed
4 Dxed HAT 5 Kcd Dgfe 6 Dgs
€6 7 We2 b6 8 £d3 h6 9 D513
5 10 dxc5 Dbd7 11 b4)

1 ... Hds
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Before beginning an attack on the

pawns, Black activates his pieces.
12 f£d2 W6

The inclusion of 12...a5 13 ¢3 is
less effective: 13...Wf6 14 Hcl axb4
15 cxb4 &4 16 Kxfa Wxf4 17 Kbl
g5 18 Wc2 and Black has no
compensation for the pawn (Hiibner-
Lein, Chicago 1982).

In Geller-Speelman (Sochi 1982)
Black chose 12..g5 13 c4 &f4 14
LKxf4 gxfd, and after 15 Xd1 a5 16 a3
Wf6 White did not achieve anything,
But, as shown by Velickovic, by
playing 15 Hbl! a5 16 a3 axb4 17
axb4 Lg7 18 Dh3 K3+ 19 wf1 W16
20 g3 he could have retained an

advantage.
13 Hbl as
14 a3 g5

After 14..%c¢3? 15 £xc3 Wxc3+
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16 Wd2 Wxa3 17 £b5! Black comes
under an unpleasant pin.

15 fKed el
16 RKxc3  Wxe3+
17 Wd2 Wxa3

In the event of 17...8g7?! 18 Qe2
Wxd2+ 19 Hxd2 axb4 20 axb4 f5 21
£43 De5 22 &4 the position is
simplified to White’s advantage (Di-
mitrov-Todorcevic, Primorsko 1988).

18 Wd4 es

The queen sacrifice 18..Hg8?! 19
Hal axb4 20 Hxa3 bxa3 favours
White: 21 Qe2 a2 22 &d2 Lg7 23
Wb4!+ (Am.Rodriguez-Tal, Subotica
1Z 1987).

19 HxeS5 RKg7
20 Hal

e X
Salaam

% 7 Z. Ve A
% ey
N O we
., ” 7///, ///

N

%
Z

W o0 o
DaT BAK
¥ & 4E

20 ... axb4!
21 Exa3 bxa3
22 D3 00

22..a2 23 &d2 0-0 followed by
...Je8 also comes into consideration.
23 R&d5 g4!
24 RKxf1+ Hxf7
25 Wds gxf3!
After 25..0)xe5? 26 DxeS5 Lxes

27 Wxe5 Ra6 28 0-0 a2 29 Hal
White has the advantage (Mestel-
Flear, British Ch 1988).
26 Wxf7+ <$h8
Now after 27 We8+ &h7 28 We6+
the chances are equal (Flear).

Game 26
Van der Wiel-Balashov
Malta Olympiad 1980
1 ed cb
2 d4 ds
3 Hd2 dxed
4 Dxed ad7
5 Rc4 Dgf6
6 Dgs €6
7 We2 ANb6
8 &d3 hé6
9 513 c5
10 dxcS Dbd7
11 b4 b6
12 HDd4

///27/ 2 % A
a4 ik

% o /%
%

A //%// /%7
13 %/ %/ 0
\s w7 %

12 ... Hds
A questionable move, although it
has given Black reasonable results in
practice. 12...Wc7 looks more natural.
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13 &b2 Hxb4
14 Red
The evaluation of this variation
largely depends on the evaluation of

the knight sacrifice 14 $xe6!? anal-

ysed by Sapfirov.
14 ... K26
15 W6 Dxcs

15...&xc5! is stronger, not fearing
16 Qxe6?! fxe6 17 Kgo+ e7 18
W7+ £d67F.

16 RKxa8?

Now Black’s well mobilised pieces
develop a strong attack. It was still
possible to simplify the position by 16
Dc6! Dxed 17 Dxd8 Dixc2+ 18 dl
Hxd8+ 19 <xc2, although after
19...Rd3+ the activity of Black’s
pieces gives him the better chances.

/
» / L %
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Y ﬁ% %
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16 ... Dxc2+!
17 Hxe2  Hd3+
18 <&d2 Dxb2+
19 el Hd3+
20 bl f£c5
21 &h3 0-0

After these fireworks Black is a
rook down, but on the other hand

White’s ‘castles’ are stuck in their
corners.

22 Ked Des!
23 W3 Wde
24 4

White should have brought up his
rook: 24 Kf3 £d3 25 Hd1, although
after 25...Rb4! the attack continues.

24 ... Ded
25 Kd3

/1%
%l% 4
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25 ... DNa3+!
26 Hxa3  RKxd3+
27 &2 £b4
28 Wb3 Hc8
29 Rdi Bc3
30 9N Bxb3+
31 axb3 fxc2+
32 Pxc2  Wes+
0-1
Game 27
Martin-Meduna
Bad Worishofen 1988
1 ed c6
2 d4 ds
3 Hd2 dxed
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4 Dxed HA7
5 fcd Agf6
6 Dgs e6
7 We2 &Ab6
8 2d3 hé
9 &5f13 cS
10 dxc5 Hbd7
11 b4 as
12 ¢3 Re7
13 &Hd4
White should lend additional

support to the b4 pawn by 13 a3 or 13
£4d2.

13 ... 00
14 Dgf3 €5
15 &fs ed
16 Dxe7+

Or 16 K.xe4 Nxed 17 Wxed L xc5!
18 00 &f6 and Black has the
initiative.

16 ...
17 f£cd
18 c¢xb4
19 £f4
20 RKdé6
21 Hd4

b6

Dh5

Wf6
T2 Xe
. A A%
AR W%

Wxe7
axb4

After doing well up to this point,
Black unexpectedly falls for the bait.
He should first have prepared the
gathering of the ‘harvest’: 21...bxc5!
22 bxcS Wxd4 23 0-0 Hxc5 24 Radl
&\d3, after which White stands badly.

22 00 Nes
23 Wxh5 Hxcd
24 Rfd1 Nnd2?

An over-committing move, which
leaves the knight ‘hanging’. Stronger
was 24..Wf6! 25 Kxf8 e3 26 We2
Wx2+ 27 Wxf2 exf2+ 28 Pxf2 $xf8
29 cxb6 Dxb6 30 Hd6!: (Martin).

25 L£xf8 e3

26 We2! exf2+
27 Wxf2  Wxf2+
28 bxf2 Ded+
29 De3 £b7
30 RKe7 bxc5
31 Xds+ Hxds
32 £xd8  cxb4
33 dd4 He3
34 g3 Kc8
35 Ras Reb
36 fxb4 Dxa2
37 &d2
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10..dbd7

After his incorrect 24...9d2?
Black has picked up as much material
as possible, but he is obliged to play
without his knight at a2.

31 ... g5
38 eS g7
39 Hf1 g6

40
41
42
43
44
45

Zf6+
h4
Hxe6!
hS
Lxe6
16

&g7
&h7
fxe6
g8
<hs
1-0

81
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1 ed4 c6

2 d4 ds

3 &c3 dxed
4 Hxed HdA7

5 Rcd Sgf6
6 g5 €6

7 We2 Nb6

8 Kb3

On the a2-g8 diagonal the bishop
has no less a future than on the
adjacent one, especially as the d4
pawn is immune (8..Wxd4? 9 H1f3
and 10 De5).

8 ... hé

Here too there is no point in
delaying this move. The flank
operation 8..a5 9 c3! (there is no
point in obstinately maintaining the
bishop’s diagonal: 9 a3 a4 10 a2 c5
11 dxc5 &xc5 12 DIf3 We7 13 0-0
0-0 14 De5 h6 15 Hgf3 Hbd7 16
&d3 £d6 17 Rel Re8 18 £42 e5!=,
Suetin-Wilson, Berlin 1991) 9...a4 10

£c2 a3 11 b3 &Obd5 12 Kd2 £d46
undertaken in Kasparov-Speelman
(Linares 1992) does not bring Black
any particular gains. White could have
gained an advantage by 13 Qed.
9 o513 as

9...c5 is examined in Chapter 8.

Here the main continuations are 10
¢3(7.1), 10 a3 (7.2) and 10 a4 (7.3).

7.1 (1 e4 ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 &Dc3 dxed
4 Dxed DA7 5 Kcd Dgf6 6 Dgs
e6 7 We2 \b6 8 £b3 h6 9 H53
as)

ey 3
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White prepares to withdraw his
bishop onto the b1-h7 diagonal.
10 ... c5
An important moment. Black is not
averse to winning an important tempo
by ...c5-c4, and therefore he does not
hurry with the natural 10...a4 11 £¢2:
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(@) 11..a3 12 b3 ¢5 13 Ld2 W7
14 Hcl £d6 15 De5 0-0 16 Dgf3
cxd4 17 cxdd4x, and the further
advance of Black’s pawns has in fact
restricted his possibilities on the
queenside (Matkovic-B.Nikolic, Yugo-
slav Ch 1991);

(b) 11..c5 12 dxc5 fLxc5, when
Black has to reckon with the loss of a
pawn after 13 Wb5+ @bd7 14 Kxad,
or positional pressure by 13 Qe5 Wc7
14 Dgf3 Hbd7 15 K4,

(c) 11..8bd5 12 £d2 Wb6! 13
Eb1 c5 14 dxc5 £xc5 15 De50-0 16
Ggf3 WcT 17 0-0 b6 18 BEbcl Kb7
with an equal game (Anand-Epishin,
Biel 1IZ 1993), but here too improve-
ments for White are possible, e.g. 18
£d3!1?7 b7 19 &d4 with slightly the
better chances.

11 a3

J.Polgar-Gulko (Moscow OL 1994)
went 11 £d2 a4 12 £c2 Wc7 13 Rel
£d6 14 De5 9Dbd5 (aiming at c3;
Black is already threatening ...a4-a3)
15 a3 b6 16 Dgf3 0-0 17 c4 De7 18
£c3 cxd4 19 £xd4 £b7 20 0-0 Db
21 Kc3 Xfd8 22 Rfdl HxeS 23 Dxes
£c5 24 $hl Rxdl+ 25 Hxdl Zds
with an equal game.

11 ... Wc7!
An important move, controlling e5.
12 Dh3

After 12 De5?! cxd4 13 cxd4
Black has a choice:

(a) 13...a4 14 Kc2 Kd7 15 Dxd7
Nbxd7 — Game 28 (Kasparov-Kar-
pov, Linares 1994);

(b) 13...8xa3!? However, Makary-
chev has dispelled the mirage of this

move, showing that 14 Kxh6! gives
White the better chances after both
14...2xb2 15 Wxb2 Hxh6 16 Ngf3,
and 14...Xxh6 15 Hxa3 Wc1+ 16 Kd1
Ofd5 17 Def3 16 18 Hd3.

12 ... K47

13 00

////;y‘ Wwe 4 %
& % /l%

%//%////
;”//@/@

This
studied

position was
in the Short-Gulko match
(New York 1994).
13 ... cxd4!
In the 3rd game Gulko discovered
that 13..8d6?! was unpromising: 14
dxc5 Wxcs (14..8xcS 15 Kfat) 15

thoroughly

£e3 Wc7 16 RKd4 with strong
pressure for White — Game 29.
14 Kf4
Or 14 Hxd4 £d6 and now 15
D571 Lxh2+ 16 Rhl D8 17 g3 exfS
favours Black.

14 ... £d6
15 £xd6 Wxde6
16 Xfd1

In the 5th game Short gained the
better chances after 16 Xadl 0-0 17
Nxd4 Wcs 18 Hfdl Kc6?! 19 Hes,

but in analysis an improvement for
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Black was found: 18...&b5! 19 We5
Abd7!

16 ... 0-0

17 Exd4d WS

18 &Hf4 Wbs

Also possible is 18...8b5 19 Wel
(19 HDxe6? fxe6 20 Wxe6+ Fh8 21
De5 Ke8F) 19..R8c4 20 Lc2 Dbd7
with equal chances (Gulko).

The seventh game of the Short-
Gulko match now continued 19 Wxb5
£xb5 20 Hel &Abd7 with equal
chances.

7.2 (1 e4 ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 Dc3 dxed
4 Hxed DA7 5 Kcd Dgf6 6 Dgs
e6 7 We2 2\b6 8 £b3 h6 9 D53
as)

/, wen
. %

/ 4
%l/t%

o, /’
/

m%&/w%

White maintains his bishop on the
a2-g8 diagonal.
10 ... a4
If 10..82e7 White has the good
reply 11 Rd2! &bdS 12 c4 &c7 13
fLc2 0-0?' (more circumspect is
13..b5 14 He5 b7 15 ¢5 Ded5 16

Dgf3t, Bagirov) 14 DeS! Wxd4 15
£c3 Wd8 16 Dgf3 Hce8 17 g4 b5 18
g5 hxg5 19 Dxgs Ha6 20 W3 with a
strong attack (Tal-Speelman, Subotica
1Z 1987).

10...g6 is another idea of Speelman:

(@ 11 ¢3 Rg7 12 De5 0-0 13
Dgf3 ¢5 14 0-0 a4 15 Kc2 cxdd 16
Rd1 We7 17 cxd4 Dbd5 18 £d2 Xd8
with an equal game (Gavrikov-
Speelman, Interzonal Play-off Match,
London 1985);

(b) 11 £d2! (a much sharper reply,
which according to Pieterse virtually
refutes 10...g6) 11...Rg7 12 0-0-0
0-0 13 h4 Wc7 14 Hh3 HbdS 15 cd+
(Kupreichik-Tukmakov, 54th USSR
Ch 1987).

11 RKa2 c5

After 11..82e7 12 ¢3 c¢5 White
maintains a slight advantage:

(@) 13 dxc5 @bd7 14 Hd4 Kxc5 15
Dgf3 0-0 16 L4 Kxd4 17 cxd4 Hd5
18 Rd6 Re8 19 00 (Cabrilo-
Spiridonov, Varna 1983);

(b) 13 &4 Rd6 14 g3 Kxg3 15
hxg3 cxd4 16 Hxd4 0-0 17 Def3
Wc7 18 0-0-0 (Suetin-Ciric, Budva
1967).

12 2f4

Karpov in his prime preferred 12
¢3, when after 12...5bd5 13 Qes! it
is dangerous to win a pawn by 13...
cxd4 14 cxd4 Was+ 15 £d2 Wb6 16
Dgf3 Wxb2 17 0-0 Hc3 on account
of 18 Wc4! Petrosian replied against
him 12...8d7 13 ®e5 cxd4 14 cxd4
Ke7 15 Dgf3 0-0 16 0-0, but could
not cope with the difficulties — Game
30 (Karpov-Petrosian, Tilburg 1982).
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After 12 £e3 Smyslov suggested
12...43bd5, which has become a stan-
dard reaction to the bishop’s develop-
ment. Here Black has no problems:

(a) 13 c¢3 Ke7 (also possible is the
more active 13..Wc7 14 He5 £d6 15
Dgf3 0-0, with a sound position for
Black, Karpov-Kavalek, Turin 1982)
14 He5 0-0 15 Dgf3 Wc7 16 Kcd (or
16 0—0 b5!, and the initiative passes to
Black) 16...b6 17 0-0 £b7 with equal
chances (Liberzon-Smyslov, Biel 1Z
1976) — Game 31;

(b) 13 De5 Was+ 14 £d2 Wb6 15
Hc4 Wa7 with equal chances
(1.Gurevich-Epishin, Biel 1Z 1993).

12 ... Hbd5s

With 12..£d6 Black can also
count on an equal game:

(a) 13 £¢3 cxd4 14 0-0-0 Wc7 15
Qxd4 Kxg3 16 hxg3 0-0 17 Hef3
Za5 18 Khel £bd5 19 DeS b6 20 f4
Zcs 21 W2 h5 with equal chances
(Ivanchuk-Karpov, Monaco 1994);

(b) 13 Ke5 cxd4 14 0-0-0 Kxe5
(after 14..Wc7 15 Hxd4 RKxeS 16
Wxe5 WxeS5 17 DxeS in the endgame
the weakness of the a4 pawn is felt)
15 WxeS 00 16 Hxd4 HNbd5 17 c4
Wc7 with equal chances (Hazai,

Lukacs).
13 Re5  Was+
14 Hd2 b5
15 &ef3 b4

Black can also consider 15...c4 16
0-0 (16 c3 &xa3 17 Kxc4! £xb2 18
£xb5+ £d7 19 Rxad Hxc3=)
16..8b7 17 ¢3 Ke7 18 &bl 000
19 &c2 Wa6 with a complicated game
(Hazai, Lukacs).

16 Kcd
Or 16 0-0 Ra6 17 Dc4 bxa3 18
bxa3 cxd4! with equal chances.
Ivanchuk-Karpov (Tilburg 1993)
now continued 16...2a6 17 0-0 bxa3
18 Hxa3 cxd4 19 Haal £e7! 20 Hxd4
0-0 with equal chances.

7.3 (1 e4 ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 Dc3 dxed
4 Dxed DA7 5 Kcd Dgfe 6 Dgs
e6 7 We2 b6 8 Lb3 h6 9 N5f3
as)

10 a4

/A/'/A%
ﬁx/x%y
7

%@%
a

.@.%

White nips in the bud Black’s
threat of ...a5-a4.
10 ... c5
11 24
The most energetic move, with
which White fights for control of e5 —
the key square in many similar
variations. But it is also useful to be
acquainted with his other possibilities:
11 Re3 Wc7 12 He5 £d6 (or
12...cxd4 13 Lxd4 K.c5 14 Hgf3 0-0
15 0-0 Hd8 16 ¢3 £d7 17 Kxc5
Wxc5 18 &d4, and White, who
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intends to strengthen his control of the
centre by 2-f4, has the better chances,
Ivanchuk-Epishin, Biel 1Z 1993) 13
Pgf3 0-0 14 0-0 Dbds5 (it is useful to
exchange the important bishop;
weaker is 14..Hd8 15 ¢3 £d7 16
dxc5 Kxc5 17 Lxc5 Wxc5 18 Nd4
with advantage to White, Ivanchuk-
Epishin, Tilburg 1993) 15 c4 &xe3 16
fxe3 b6 17 RKc2 with slightly the
better chances for White (Hazai,
Lukacs).

11 dxc5 Hbd7 12 De5 Hxe5 13
WxeS Nd7 14 We2 Kxc5 (the
alternative is 14..xc5 15 £c4 Ke7
16 &3 0-0 17 0-0 b6) 15 &f3 b6! 16
0-0 0-0 17 c3 Wc7 18 Le3 £a6 19
fcd fxe3 20 £xa6 Lc521 Kd3 and
White’s position is slightly preferable
(Belyavsky-Karpov, Tilburg 1993).

1 ... £d6

Or 1l..cxdd4 12 0-0-0 &bd5 13
fLes5 Kd6 14 Hxd4 0-0 15 Dgf3 b6
16 DbS £a6 17 &Hfd4 and White
stands better (Watson-Adams, London
1989).

12 fg3!

For the moment White should not
be in a hurry to occupy e5:

12 Ke5 0-0. Here in Tal-Petrosian,
(41st USSR Ch 1973) — Game 32,
there followed 13 0-0-0?! c4 14
fKxcd Hxad 15 Dh3 Ob6, when
Black already stood better, but even
after 13 &Hh3 Lxe5 14 dxe5 DfdS his
chances are not worse.

12 He5 00 13 Dgf3 Wc7 14 L¢3
Hbd5 15 dxc5 Wxc5 16 0-0 b6 17
Hfdl Ka6 with equal chances
(Anand-Karpov, Monaco Blind 1994).

12 ... 0-0
In the event of 12..8xg3?! 13
hxg3 Wc7 14 HeS cxd4 15 Dgf3 0-0
16 g4! the opening of the h-file assists

White’s attack (Mikh.Tseitlin-
Spiridonov, Prague 1985).
13 Des

White also retains the initiative
with 13 Hd1 Dbd5 14 DeS — Game
33 (Mikh.Tseitlin-Lutz, Budapest
1989).

13 ... We7
14 HHgf3

Or 14 0-0-0 cxd4 15 Hgf3 £d7 16
Dxd7 Hbxd7 17 £xd6 Wxd6 18
xd4 Wa+ 19 Lol &HcS5 with equal
chances (Karpov).

14 ... Nbd5s
15 00

nm Y

4

15 ... $h5?2!

This leads to the creation of an
isolated pawn. Black should have
maintained the tension with 15...b6!?

16 KLxds!

White played less strongly in
Anand-Karpov (Linares 1994) — 16
Hfel Wc7 17 Radl Hxg3 18 hxg3
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N6 19 &cd Re7 20 Wes Wc6, and
Black achieved an equal game.

Now after 16...%xg3 17 hxg3 exdS
18 dxc5 Kxc5 19 Rfel White’s
chances are preferable (Karpov).

Game 28
Kasparov-Karpov
Linares 1994

1 e4 c6

2 d4 ds

3 &Hd2 dxed
4 Dxed DA7
5 fcd Dgf6
6 Dgs €6

7 We2 b6
8 RKb3 hé6

9 513 as
10 <3 c5
11 a3 Wc7
12 Des5

A committing move. 12 &h3 is
simpler.

12 ... cxd4
13 cxd4

13 ... a4

At the time it was thought that
Black had missed a good opportunity
here with 13...&xa3, but, as shown in
the analysis, after 14 Rxh6! White
gains the better chances.

14 K2 £d7
15 &Hxd7 &Hbxd?
16 Wd1

As a result of his poorly played
opening, White has been saddled with
an isolated d-pawn, and Black can
freely use the d5 square as a transit
point. For the moment White tries to
cover the c-file, which is controlled

by Black.
16 ... £d6
17 De2 Dds
18 £4d2 bs
19 %c3 Axc3
20 KRxe3 D6
21 Wd3

///

7/%7/ '

Bz o
Bal wan
-

wa

21 ... Ads!
Showing a subtle understanding of
the position. After 22 Wxb5+?! &e7
Black is fully mobilised and he
threatens 23...4xc3.
22 Rd2 Pe7!
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Karpov’s favourite move in this
variation.
23 ZHc1 Wed
24 e2! Hhb8?!
Over-hasty. Karpov considers that
he should have developed his
initiative with 24..9f4+! 25 Lxf4
£.xfa 26 Wxc4 bxc4 27 Hbl Hhd8 28
Hhd1 Lg5, although after 29 g3 £16
30 &e3 White is soundly enough
placed.

25 g3 Wxd3+

26 RKxd3 b4

/%
%a//ﬁ

5
&
§\§

U % // //
4 5 2
& B
son o

27 Hal!

The World Champions are as
though competing with each other to
see who can play more subtly. With
this pawn sacrifice White succeeds in

exchanging the targets of Black’s
attack.

27 ... bxa3

28 bxa3 b3

29 Kc2! Hxa3

30 Hxal R&xa3

31 ZEail £b2

32 Hxa4 Hxad

33 fxad Lxd4

34 f4!

The concluding move of the
manoeuvre begun with 27 Kal! The
advance of the black pawns is blocked
at a distance.

34 ... &d6
35 3 f5

36 h4! b2
37 g4d! fxgd+
38 dxgd D6+
39 &f3 Hds
40 Kc2 216
41 hS -4

Game 29

Short-Gulko
Match (3), New York 1994

1 ed c6
2 d4 ds
3 &c3 dxed
4 Hxed HNA7
5 fcd  Higf6
6 Dgs €6
7 We2 b6
8 2b3 hé
9 53 as
10 c3 c5
11 a3 We7
12 Hh3 K47
13 00 £d6?!

In the 7th game of the match Gulko
played the stronger 13...cxd4!

14 dxc5 Wxcs
15 Le3 We7
16 £d4  Dga?

An unsuccessful sortie. Had Black
anticipated his opponent’s reply, he
would have preferred 16...0-0!? 17
Dest.
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TWAAK

17 &Hd2! &f6
An admission of his mistake. After
17...80xh2 the knight will be unable to
return.
18 <hl 0-0?
To castle into such an obvious
attack is suicidal. 18...8.¢6 19 f4 0—-0-0
was correct.

19 fxf6  gxf6
20 Wga+ &h7
21 HDed 5

22 O\fe+ &hs
23 Whe  &g7
24 Hadl Re5

AW AW
A AD 3
1y

A

»
Y

25 Hh5+  &h7

26 14 KLh8

27 Hgs+  1-0

The knight is taboo (27...hxg5 28

afe+ g7 29 WxgS mate), while if
the king moves, the rook joins the
attack: 27.g8 28 &Hf6+ Kxf6
(28...50g7 29 Dgh7) 29 Wxh6 Kxg5
30 Wxg5+ ®h8 31 Xd3 (Short).

Game 30
Karpov-Petrosian
Tilburg 1982

1 e4 c6
2 d4 ds
3 Hd2 dxed
4 SHxed HA7

Was it this game that saw the baton
of the variation being passed from the
ninth World Champion to the twelfth?

5 RKed Hgf6
6 g5 6
7 We2 Hb6
8 42b3 as
9 a3 a4
10 £a2 hé
11 &HH5f3 c5
12 ¢3 247

12...40bd5 can be answered by 13
&eS!, when it is dangerous to win a
pawn by 13...cxd4 14 cxd4 Wa5+ 15
£.d2 Wb6 16 Dgf3 Wxb2 17 0-0 Hc3
on account of 18 Wc4! (Karpov).

13 Hes cxd4
14 cxd4 Re7
15 Hg3 00
16 0-0 Ke8
17 £d2 Hbd5

18 Hfcl
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Black was intending ...b7-b5, and
after 18 fc4 Hb8 White would be
obliged to exchange the light-square
bishops. But now 18..b5 would
weaken the c6 square: 19 &c6 Lxc6
20 Exc6 with advantage to White.

18 ... Wheé
19 R2c4 £c6
20 Hel

Z
777
% A

vz
/ Y&
%xﬂ

7Y

In the play of the great masters
much remains off-screen. White’s last
move is directed against 20..2fd8,
when Karpov was planning the
standard sacrifice 21 Hxf7! Pxf7 22
Wxe6o+ £f8 23 Kxh6! Now both
23..gxh6 and 23..RKe8 lose to 24
RKxd5, and even after the best move
23...Hd6 24 Wh3 £d7 25 Wh4 White
retains dangerous threats.

20 ... De1M
20...2d6, taking control of e5,
came into consideration.

21 Dxc6! bxc6
22 £f4 &Hed5s
23 ReS Brds
24 Radl 2d6
25 Hd2

25

Kxes5?!

Although Black’s

position is
cramped, why aggravate the situation?

An eventual ...c6-¢c5 would have

eased his defence.

26 dxeS Ha7
27 g3! D18
28 Hedl Ba7
29 Wed Eb7
30 Re2 Zab8
31 Rdad2 Ne7
32 g2 Was
33 h4 Xa7
34 RKRe2 Rdas
35 Rd4 Hxd4
36 Wxd4 Nds?

With this move Black blunders
away a pawn. After 36...Bb7 he could
have put up a tough resistance,
although White’s positional advantage

is obvious.

37 Hxc6  Wa8
38 Hc4 Wb7
39 Hc2 HNb6
40 £b5  Ogé
41 Wde6 Wa8
42 Rc6 1-0
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Game 31
Liberzon-Smyslov
Biel Interzonal 1976
1 ed c6
2 d4 ds
3 N3 dxed
4 Hxed HA7
5 Red dgfe
6 g5 e6
7 We2 Ab6
8 £b3 h6
9 &H513 as
10 a3 ad
11 fa2 c5
12 RKe3 Abds!

/ ;, 4

/A%

Black has equalised.
13 ¢3 Le7
Black can also play the more active
13..Wc7 14 De5 Rd6 15 Hef3 0-0,
with a sound position (Karpov-
Kavalek, Turin 1982).

14 &es 0-0
15 Dgf3 W7
16 fc4

After 16 0-0 b5! (17 Wxb5? £a6)
Black threatens to advance ...b5-b4.

16 ... b6
17 00 £b7
18 kd2 2d6
19 dxc5

After 19 Hfel cxd4 White is left
with an isolated pawn, but the
surrender of the pawn centre also
gives Black active piece play.

19 ... bxc5
20 £43 Zfas
21 XHfel Db6
22 c4?

In defending against 22...c4, White
loses a pawn. He should have
reconciled himself to 22 Hadl c4 23
£b1 £dS, when Black’s position is
only slightly more pleasant.

22 ... £xf3!
23 Hxf3  Kxh2+
24 Hxh2 Wde
25 &Ogd Wxd3
26 Dxfe+ gxf6
27 RKxh6 Wxe2
28 XHxe2 Nxcd
29 Heci Des

After this lively skirmish Black
succeeds in retaining his extra pawn,
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since

if 30 Mxc5? there follows

30...2d1+ 31 ©h2 Dgd+.

30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

X7

Ke3
Hed
Hec2
242
fe3
Hxa4
Exb2
Ha8+
ad
=y |
fxe3

/

Hd3
Bds
Has
Has
Ebs
Hxb2
Hxb2

Things have reduced to a rook
ending where White’s outside passed

pawn,

together with the compact

grouping of the black pawns within
his king’s sphere of influence, give
him good drawing chances.

41
42
43
44
45
46

Pe2 f6
Ha7 Hes
&3 Hed
He7 Hxad
Exc5 es
g3!

Restricting the mobility of the
black pawns. After the careless 46

Caro-Kann: Smyslov System 4...Dd7

B2 4 47 exfd4 Bxf4+ it is much more

difficult to defend.
46 ... Ha2
47 g4 ed+
48 g3 fxg4
49 dxgd4 LR
50 Xc6+ des
51 Hc5+  Deb
If 51...2d6 there follows 52 Rf5.
52 He6+ &d5
53 Ec8 23
54 HRds+ Lcs
55 XHc8+ <%bs
56 Hc7 fo
57 Xc8 Hxe3
58 <bf4 Hel
59 He7 e3
60 &f3 fS
61 Xc8 )
Game 32
Tal-Petrosian
41st USSR Ch 1973
1 e4 c6
2 d4 ds
3 &He3 dxed
4 Dxed HA7
5 ficd Hegf6
6 &gs €6
7 We2 b6
8 4b3 as
9 a4

Tal radically halts the advance of
the black a-pawn.

9

10 D513
11 Kf4
12 KeS

hé
c5
£d6

At the present time, not without the
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influence of this game, 12 Kg3! is
considered strongest.

12 ... 0-0

13 0-0-07!

A risky decision, since the king is
less secure here. 13 &h3 is sounder,
although after 13...2xe5 14 dxeS
&\fdS Black’s chances are not worse.

%;’- z% 4 /} _
CAT ma

“
7

A

13 ... c4!
By this exchange of pawns Black

seizes the initiative and quickly
approaches the white king.

14 Rxcd  Dxad

15 Dh3 &b6

16 g4 a4

17 g5 hxg5

18 &%hxgs

18 HfxgS came into consideration,
allowing the queen to go to hS, which,
in view of the threat of exchanging
the knight at f6, would have tied its
black opponent to the defence of the
kingside (by ...Wf6-h6). However, in
this case too Black could have
attacked as in the game.

18 ... a3!
19 b3 L£b4

20 Hhgl
20 Wd3 is met by the same reply as
in the game.
20 ... a2

The tempting 20..Rc3 (with the
threat of 21...a2) could have been
answered by 21 £xf6 Wxf6 22 Wd3.

21 &b2 Dxcd+
22 Wxed &Od5
23 Hed fo

24 Kf4?

In a difficult position White
overlooks an intermediate check, but
even after 24 R¢3 5 25 Ke5 Hf7 the
threat of ..&c3+ cannot be parried

without losing the knight.
24 ... RKa3+
25 bal Dxf4
26 h4 a7
27 Hgd  Was
Now if 28 Xxf4 there follows

28...2b2+. White resigns (0-1).

Game 33
Mikh.Tseitlin-Lutz
Budapest 1989

1 ed c6

2 d4 ds

3 &De3 dxed

4 Dxed Hd71

5 RKcd &gf6

6 9Dg5 6

7 We2 &bé

8 kb3 hé6

9 D53 a5
10 a4 c5
11 Rf4 Kdé6
12 fg3! 00
13 Edi
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Black fails to take account of the

/ 1% @* 7 ; changed situ.ation — the weakening of
’ / the a2-g8 diagonal. He should have
/ // % 4 /ﬂ preferred 21..Bc8 22 h5t.

‘ v A 2 %
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, . .@.4/// % ,
13 "H\bds % A %Wﬁ &
14 .@.;5 cxd4 / ’ /

15 D3 Lbd+

13 &es5 is also good

16 &f1 Nd7 22 HeT! We7
16...£d7!? can also be considered. 22..9xc7 23 £xc7 Hc8 24 Exd7!

17 &Hxd4 Dxes is also bad.

18 SKxeS £d7 23 Hxds exds

19 h4! WeS8 24 Wxe7 fxe7

20 Hbs f6 25 Xxd5 &h7

21 Kg3! 2ds? 26 Kc7 1-0



8: 9...c5

1 ed c6

2 d4 ds

3 &He3 dxe4

4 Hxed Nd7

5 fcd Hgf6
6 &gs5 €6

7 We2 Ab6

8 £b3 hé

9 &H5f3 c5

//1%

% %"%/
,/,, BB

/@/ .

This logical continuation is the

most consistent.
10 Lf4

An energetic move: the white
pieces aim for control of the important
e5 square. But other logical
continuations by White must also be
considered:

10 dxc5 Abd7 (this is considered
best, but also possible is 10...&xc5 11
DesS 0-0 12 Dgf3 Hbd7 13 Kf4
Pxe5 14 Dxe5 Nd5 15 Kd2 a5 16 ¢4
a4 with an equal game, Duckstein-
Pachman, Bad Wérisofen 1992) 11

&eS (11 ¢6 is insufficient to retain the
initiative: 11...bxc6 12 Hh3 RKe7 13
0-0 Wb6 14 &Hf4 La6 15 c4 ¢5 16
&Ad3 0-0=, Suetin-Petrosian, Moscow
1959) 11..8xe5 12 Wxe5 WaS+ 13
K242 Wxc5 14 We2 KRe7 15 D3 00
16 &e5 b6 17 f4 Kb7 18 0-0-0 Rads
19 Rhel Ded 20 Re3 Wc7 with a
complicated game (Van der Wiel-
Mittelman, Leeuwarden 1995).

10 ¢3 Wc7 (releasing the pawn
tension by 10...cxd4 allows White to
occupy the central squares: 11 xd4
Ke7 12 Hgf3 00 13 00 K47 14
DesS Kad 15 L4 Wc8? 16 Hg6! Res
17 Sxe7+ Kxe7 18 ODfS5, and to gain
an advantage, Short-Adams, London
1989) 11 &h3 £d6 12 dxc5 Lxc5 13
£f4 2d6 (13..We7 14 De51?) 14
£.xd6 Wxd6 15 Bd1 Wc7 16 0-0 00
17 Bd4 with some initiative for White
(Adams-Vyzhmanavin, Burgas 1993).

10 Re3 Wc7 11 De5 £d6 12 Hgf3
0-0 13 g4!? (or 13 0-0 a5 14 c4 Qbd7
15 &Hxd7 RKxd7=, Stein-Smyslov,
USSR 1964) 13...c4 14 Qxcd Dxc4 15
L.xcd Dxgd 16 Hgl Dxe3 17 fxe3 bS
18 £d3 £b7 19 0-0-0 5 20 &bl
£d5 with a complicated game (D.Fro-
lov-Krogius, St Petersburg 1994).

10 ... Hbd5

In order to maintain the balance,
energetic counterplay is required of
Black. With a white rook about to
appear on the d-file, the attempt to
exchange the dark-square bishops by
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10..£d6 involves a certain loss of
time: 11 £g3! We7 (or 11...2xg3 12
hxg3 We7 13 0-0-0 Kd7 14 HDeS
cxd4 15 Eh4 0-0-0 16 Rhxd4 with
the better chances for White,
Makropoulou-Dahl, Manila OL 1992)
12 dxc5 Kxc5 13 De5 £d7 14 Hgf3
&h5 15 0-0-0 with the better chances
for White (Kasparov-Karapov, Lin-
ares 1992) — Game 34.

The recent continuation 10...a6
(with the idea of sacrificing a pawn:
11 0-0-0 c4! 12 &xc4 Hixcd 13 Wxcs
Nds 14 £d2 b5 15 We2 &b7 16
&eS5, and here in Kurpeichik-Spiri-
donov, Palma de Mallorca 1989, by
playing 16...Hc8, with the idea of
..R2e7, ..0-0 and..b5-b4, Black
would have gained a dangerous
attack) has been compromised by the
energetic reply 11 c4! £d6 (or
11...cxd4 12 000 Rc5 13 Dxd4
with the initiative for White, Watson-
Spiridonov, Palma de Mallorca 1989
—~ Game 35) 12 Ke5 cxd4 13 0-0-0
£xe5 14 Hxe5 Dbd7 15 Dgf3 Wc7
16 Hxd4 Dxe5 17 DxeS with un-
pleasant pressure in the centre for
White (Cs.Horvath-Kelecevic, Buda-
pest 1992).

11 RKeS

Passive is 11 Rg3 Was+ 12 Qd2
cxd4 13 Dgf3 LS 14 0-0 0-0 with
an equal game (Belotti-Kallai, France
1993).

1 ... Was+
12 &Hd2

After the exchange of queens 12
Wd2 Wxd2+ 13 Dxd2 cxd4 14 Hgf3
Kc5 15 0-0-0 0-0 the game is equal

(Yang Xian-Adianto, Djakarta 1Z
1993).
12 ... bS

The voluntary conceding of the
centre leaves White with the initiative:
12..cxd4 13 Dgf3 (after 13 Kxd4
£c5 14 Ke5 £d7 15 Hh3 0-0-0 16
0-0 Kc6 17 a4 Xd7 the game is equal,
Ehlvest-Vyzhmanavin, Novosibirsk
1993) 13...8e7 14 Hxd4 0-0 15 0—0-0!
(after 15 00 £d7 16 c4 Db4 17
D43 Dc6 18 K3 WS 19 a3 Rfd8
20 Rfdl Ke8 21 &Of1 Hes 22 RKel
&g5 the game is equal, Anand-
Karpov, Monaco 1993) 15..£d7 16
&bl Wb6 17 c4 Dbs 18 Ded Dxed
19 Wxe4 Rc5?! 20 D2 Ke6 21 Wgd
with a dangerous attack for White
(Anand-Khalifman, Biel 1Z 1993).
Stronger is 19...Xfd8!?Z (Khalifman).

V
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13 dxcS
13 c4 is also interesting: 13...40b6
(or 13..bxc4 14 RKxcd HDb6 15 b4
Wxb4 16 Hbl WaS with equal
chances, Short-Speelman, Hastings
1988/9 — Game 36) 14 cxb5 c4 15
Lxcd 2b7 16 Dgf3? (16 flY)



16...0xc4 17 Wxcd Hc8 18 Wd3 Red
19 We2 2xf3 20 Wxf3 &d5, and
Black has the initiative for the pawn
(Anand-Ivanchuk, Moscow Grand
Prix 1994).

13

14 3

The pawn exchange in the centre
has allowed Black to develop his
pieces in active positions. He is ready
to develop counterplay and therefore
White aims to exploit the slight
weakening of his opponent’s queen-
side.

The plan with queenside castling is
risky: 14 0-0-0 £b7 15 Ded Le7
(15...%Dxe4!? is even more energetic:
16 Wxed4 0—-0-0, and 17 &f3?! is bad
because of 17...4e3! 18 Exd8+ Hxd§
19 Wf4 &f5'F, Blatny) 16 Dd6+
£xd6 17 &xd6 Zd8! 18 Le5 (or 18
Wes Wb6 19 £xd5S Exd6 20 Lxb7
Bxdi1+ 21 sxdl Wxb7F, Karpov)
18..0-0 19 &f3 Hd7! and Black’s
chances are preferable (Shabalov-
Karpov, Tilburg 1994).

In J.Polgar-Leko (Vienna 1996)
White immediately counter-attacked
with 14 a4 and after mass exchanges
- 14...8b7 15 Wxb5+ Wxb5 16 axb5
Lxf2+ 17 xf2 Dgd+ 18 Le2 Dxes
19 2xd5 £xd5 20 &gf3 gained the
better ending thanks to her queenside
pawn majority. 14...2d7 would have
been more circumspect.

14 Wb6

Also possible is 14...8b7 15 Hgf3
Wb6 16 0-0 0-0 17 Hadl Had8 with
an equal game (Eichorn-Morgado,
corr. 1994).

Kxe5
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15 a4!

15 £xd5, attempting to give Black
an isolated pawn, can be met by
15...8xd5!, not fearing the compli-
cations after 16 £xg7 Hg8 17 £xh6
Hxg2 18 Ded £b7 19 HF3 Le3 20
Lxe3 Dxe3 21 D6+ e’ etc., while
the two bishops give Black good a
good game in the event of 16 b4 K18
17 a4 bxad 18 Hxa4 £b7.

Ivanchuk-Gulko (Riga 1995) now
continued 15..bxa4 16 Kxad+ £d7
17 &c4 Wd8 18 D3 0-0 19 0-0 Wc8
20 Dd6! £xd6 21 Lxd6 Hd8 22 Le5
a5 23 £c2 RKc6 24 Hd4 /b7 with
equal chances.

Game 34
Kasparov-Karpov
Linares 1992

1 ed c6

2 d4 ds

3 Hd2 dxed
4 Dxed HA7

5 55  Ogf6
6 RKcd €6



98 Caro-Kann: Smyslov System 4...)d7

7 We2 Nb6
8 £b3 hé6
9 4513 c5
10 £f4 £d6
10...4)bd5 is the main continuation.
11 £g3!  We7
12 dxcS Kxcs
13 HDes 247
14 Dgf3  Hhs

15 0-0-0 &Hxg3
If immediately 15...0-0-0, then 16
ANxd7 Hxd7 17 Kes5! Hxes 18 Dxes
is possible, with strong positional
pressure.
16 hxg3

0-0-0

17 HhSs!
One of Kasparov’s creative
discoveries. While pressurising the
kingside, the rook also joins the attack

on the queenside. The threat is 18
Dxf7 Wxf7 19 Axc5+.

17 ... Le8
18 HXxd8+ <xds8
19 Wd2+ £d6
20 &Hd3 Wc7
21 g4t P8
2 g5 21871

Were the rook at hl, Black would
have 22...hS5. However, this total
retreat is an unfortunate decision.
22..b8! 23 gxh6 gxh6 24 blt is
stronger.

23 Xh4!

The threat is stronger than the

execution!

23 ... &b8

24 ad! KeTM
Stronger was 24...c8! 25 &b117t.

25 a$ Hds

26 bl Kds?!

And here 26..Xg8!? 27 Hc4 Wd6
28 Kd4 hxg5 29 c4 &f6 came into
consideration (Kasparov).

27 a6 Was
28 We2! b6
29 axb7

v
W

/%7%7 %
o g
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Now that Black’s queenside has
been destroyed, it only remains for
White to bring up the reserves — his
rook.

29 ... Kxgs
30 SHxgs  Wxgs
31 Xhs! Wf6
32 Has K6



33 &Hes Kxb7
34 Hxb7 Pxb7
35 Waet L6
36 Lad+ Fdé
37 Wd3+ aHds
38 Wgd+ Wes
39 Wad+ 7
40 Wes+ Hds
41 Xxa7 1-0

Game 35
Watson-Spiridenov
Palma de Mallorca 1989

1 ed4 c6

2 d4 ds

3 He3 dxed

4 Dxe4a HA7

5 fcd4  Ogf6

6 Dgs €6

7 We2 b6

8 £b3 hé6

9 &5f3 c5
10 24 a6
11 c4 cxd4

12 000 K5
13 DHxd4 We7
13...&xd4 is risky: 14 D3 Lxb2+
15 Wxb2 £d7 16 He5 with a
dangerous initiative for White.
14 SDgf3 0-0
15 Xhgl Zds
16 &bl f47
17 g4 e5!?

A very clever resource, in
accordance with classical rules: a
flank attack should be met by a
counterattack in the centre.

18 Hxe5 Kxd4
19 Xxd4 KI5+

...c5

l/
//L

J
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The subsequent play resembles a
fencing contest, in which the decisive
hit is landed by Watson.

21 RKxh6 Hg4!
22 Hxgd  Oxgd
23 Lxg7!  dxg7
Or 23..Wg5 24 Hxgs Wxg7 25 h3!
Nd7 26 We7+ (Watson).
24 Wixg4+ <18
25 Wf4!

As a result White has three, albeit
unconnected, pawns for the exchange,
and in addition the black king has not
yet found any peace.

25
26
27
28
29
30
K] |
32
33

Dxd7+
a3

f6

£e2
Whe+
15
Whe+
Whs

Nd7
Wxd7
Rds
Wd3+
Wd4
Pe8
Wes
W8
Bde6?

33..Wd6 34 WgSt is a tougher

defence.
34

We2+

&ds
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13 ... bxc4
4 An interesting idea of Ivanchuk is
Yo to sacrifice a pawn by 13..23b6 14
3 cxb5 c4.
- 14 Lxcd b6
2 12
////;// 15 b4!?

SN

With this pawn sacrifice White
tries to seize the initiative.
15 ... Wxb4
16 Xbl Wa$s
17 RKb5+ L47
18 Kxf6! gxf6
19 Hgfd  cxd4
35 Wes! Bd1+ 20 00 Xds
36 2c2 Wdeé
37 We7+ 10

\
B
N

Game 36
Short-Speelman
Hastings 1988/9
1 e4 cb
2 d4 ds
3 De3 dxed
4 Dxed DA7
5 Rcd Def6
6 Dgs 6
7 We2 b6 21 QDed! Ke7
8 &b3 hé6 22 Hxd4 SfS
9 o513 c5 23 Xfd1
10 Rf4 Hbds Black’s position looks very
11 RKeS WaS+ hazardous, but there are no real
12 a2 threats.
Black’s game is easier after the 23 ... s
exchange of queens: 12 Wd2 Wxd2+ 24 HHg3?
13 Dxd2 cxd4 14 Dgf3 Lcs. Now the initiative passes to Black.
12 ... bS§ 24 £xd7 Hxd7 25 ©Dc6 Exdi+ 26
13 4 Hxd1 Wad 27 Dxe7 Wxed!? 28 Wb2

A double-edged move. 13 dxc5 is €5 29 Wa3 g7 30 g3 would have led
more natural. to a double-edged game (Speelman).



9..c5 101

24 ... £Lxbs! 28 Wn Wxa2
25 Dxb5 HNd5 29 I3 h4
26 Xb3 h5!? 30 DgxfS! exfS
27 &Hd4”n 31 Hxf4 Ehé6!
27 @xh5!? should have been 32 Ha1?
ventured. White could have picked up a pawn
by 32 Hxf5! Xhd6 33 Xf4.
32 ... Wd2
33 He2?

S ,f ' An oversight. As shown by Speel-
//4% F % % man, the only way to hold the position

V. V /7
m/// F Y % F Y was 33 Wc4! Ehd6 34 Hxf5 Ef6 35
4 7 Rxf6 Kxf6 36 b3, although after
. %// /%/ ) % 36...WdS 37 Wxd5 HxdS the ending
///%% ' ///%% ,/ ,%/ is i:lf&:rly bettgr for Black, who has an
) //////W%//& % outside p3a§se. .p.awn. et
B g

35 Wel Zed6

34 Hxfs Wxe2
27 ... AV 0-1

=




PART III: 5 Df3 Hgf6

1 ed c6

2 d4 ds

3 &3 dxed
4 HDxed HA7
5 &Hf3

The classical continuation, by
which White retains the option of ex-
changing knights at f6 or of retreating
to g3. In connection with the latter, it
is worth mentioning Romanishin’s
interesting idea of 5 De2 Dgf6 6
&)2g3, to which the most natural reply
is 6...e6, preparing ...c6-c5. Roman-
ishin-Petrosian (USSR 1979) con-
tinued 6...g6 7 Lc4 g7 8c30-09
0-0 Nd5? (it was more logical for
Black to complete his development by
9..02b6) 10 Hel e5 11 Kg5 62 (and
here he should have sacrificed a pawn
by 11..Wb6) 12 £d2 exd4 13 cxd4
@\7b6 14 2b3 Lh8 15 Wcl a5 16 a3
&¢7 17 Des!, and White gained the
advantage.

The modest 5 ¢3 &gf6 has no
independent significance, as 6 Dxf6+
Hxf6 7 Df3 or 6 Dg3 ¢5 7 O3
transposes into other lines.

5 ... H\gf6

After 5..8)df6 White can play 6
Peg5, transposing into variations
examined in Chapter 4 (5 Dg5 &dgé
6 1f3).

Here White’s main continuations
are 6 Dxf6+ (Chapter 9) and 6 Dg3
(Chapters 10 and 11).

After the sortie 6 DegS and the
soundest reply 6...e6 7 R£d3, play
transposes into variations examined in
Chapters 1-3.

After the retreat 6 £c3:

/n%;%a
/x/%/
o

%&// ’/ £ Vi
g Suge

(a) Black can equalise using
Flohr’s prescription of 6...23b6 7 R.f4
£f5, eg 8 £d3 £xd3 9 Wxd3 e6 10
0-0 Ke7 11 Hfel 0-0 12 &g5 h6 13
Qged Dbd5= (Antoshin-Flohr, 22nd
USSR Ch 1955);
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(b) the classical 6...e6 7 £d3 (or 7
g3 b6 8 Rg2 £a6 9 He2 Le7 10 0-0
0-0=, Spassky-Speelman, London
1982) is also possible:

(b1) 7...8¢7 8 0-0 0-0 (premature
is 8...c5 9 We2 cxd4 10 Hxd4 0-0 11
£g5 &S5 12 Badl Hxd3 13 Exd3
with the better game for White,
Bronstein-Flohr, USSR 1946) 9 We2
b5! 10 Ded £b7 11 Rel c5 12 Dxf6+

Dxf6 13 dxc5 Kxc5 14 Kg5 h6 15
&Kh4 g5 16 Kg3 HhS with equal
chances (Bronstein-Razuvaev, Mos-
cow 1978);

(b2) 7..c5 8 We2 cxd4 9 Hxd4
£.¢5 10 Db3 Rd6? (better 10...Re7L)
11 g5 a6 12 0-0-0 Wc7 13 &bl 0-0
14 He4 with an attacking position for
White (Tal-Shamkovich, 40th USSR
Ch 1972).



9: 6 Dxf6+ Hxf6

1 ed4 c6

2 d4 ds

3 &3 dxed
4 Hxed HNA7

5 O3 Hgf6
6 Dxfe+ Hxf6

y _
0

_
A%
B

,7@7////
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%///N
&%a/ "

After this unpretentious exchange
one may gain the impression that it is
now easier for Black to solve his

opening problems. But the outward

simplicity is deceptive. White retains
a solid centre and the advantage of the
first move, and has a slight initiative
with which Black has to reckon.

Here White’s main continuations
are 7 9e5 (9.1) and 7 £c4 (9.2).

Against the modest 7 ¢3 Petrosian
suggested 7..Rg4. His game with
Pilnik (Amsterdam CT 1956) contin-
ued 8 Le2 e6 9 h3 £h5 10 Des5 L xe2
11 Wxe2 8d6 12 £¢5 Wc7 13 0-0-0
9d7 14 Ehel 0-0 15 &bl Hae8, and
Black solved his opening problems.

Nowadays after 7..8g4 White
plays more shrewdly: 8 h3 Kxf3 (if
8...8h5 Black has to reckon with 9 g4
£g6 10 Des, e.g. 10...0d7 11 Hxgb
hxg6 12 d5 cxd5 13 Wxd5 Wc7 14
£g2 Xb8 15 Ke3 and White has two
active bishops plus a spatial advan-
tage, Nikolenko-Donchenko, Moscow
1990) 9 Wxf3 Wd5 10 Re2 e6 11 0-0
Wxf3 (also possible is 11..8d6 12
Wd3 Rc¢7 13 &3 Wd7 14 Xd10-015
c4 Nad8 16 Wb3 We7=, Kasparov-
Karpov (WC match (14), Seville
1987) 12 Kxf3 £d6 13 £d2 0-0 14
Had1 Hfd8 15 g3 Hd7 16 fcl Had8
17 2g2 Re7 18 Le2 HAS5 19 4 with
some initiative for White, although
Black’s position is solid enough
(Nikolenko-Podgaets, Moscow 1992).

9.1 (1 e4 c6 2 d4 d5 3 Dc3 dxed
4 Dxed DAT 5 D3 Dgfe 6
Dxf6+ Dxf6)

7 Des

An aggressive sortie:  White
immediately occupies the key square
of the position. Here Black’s main
replies are 7...0d7 (9.11) and 7...2e6
(9.12).

If he develops with 7...8.15 8 c3 e6
he has to reckon with the flank attack
9 g4! Rg6 10 hd Rd6 (weaker is
10...h5 11 g5 &d5 12 Dxg6 fxgé 13
Wc2 &f7 14 Bh3 HDe7 15 Ked DIS
16 Rf3 Wd7 17 Exf5+! with advan-
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tage to White, Karpov-Hort, Bugojno
1978) 11 We2 c5 (or 11...Wa5 12 g2
0-0-0 13 hS5+, Malishauskas-
Kostenko, Warsaw 1993) 12 Rg2
cxd4 13 h5 dxc3 14 Wbs+ Pf8 15
hxgé with advantage to White (Ciric).
However, 8...2)d7 comes into con-
sideration. Kavalek-Barcza (Caracas
1971) continued 9 Hxf7 &xf7 10 W3
e6 11 g4 W6 12 gxfS Wxfs5 13 We3
c5 14 &h3 cxd4 15 cxd4 Kba+ 16
&fl Wbs+ 17 &gl Hhe8 18 Wb3
Wb6 19 RKe3, although here too
White’s chances are preferable.

9.11 (1 e4 c6 2 d4 d5 3 HDc3 dxed
4 DHxed HAT 5 DB Hge 6
Dxfe+ Dxf6 7 Des)

7 ... Na7
Black aims to exchange or drive
back the active knight.
8 Ad3
If 8 &f3 Black can invite a
repetition of moves by 8...5f6.
After the exchange of knights he
does not experience any difficulties:
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8 Ke3 DxeS 9 dxe5 KIS (winning
a pawn by 9...WaS+ 10 Wd2 WxeS
allows White a lead in development
after 11 0-0-0) 10 Wxd8+ Hxd8 11
Kxa7 £xc2 12 £b6 Ka8 13 Rc4 e6
14 f3 Mad4! with equal chances
(A.Sokolov-Karpov, match (2), Lin-
ares 1987);

8 R4 HHxe5 9 KxeS, and now:

(@) 9...Wb6?! 10 Rd3 f6 (taking
the b2 pawn would have left Black
seriously behind in development) 11
g3 Ke6 12 We2 K17 13 0-0 6 14
c3 0-0-0 15 Rc4 He8 16 b4, and
White quickly broke through on the
queenside (Larsen-Rogoff, Lone Pine
1978);

(b) 9...£f5 10 £d3 £g6 (stronger
than 10...2xd3 11 Wxd3 e6 12 0-0
Wd7 13 Hfel Hd8 14 Had1+ (De Wit-
Bakker, Holland 1985) 11 00 e6 12
Hel Wb6 13 a4 a5 14 W3 &xd3 15
Wxd3 0-0-0 with equal chances
(Fleck-Meduna, Porz 1988);,

(c) 9...Wd5 10 c4 (10 Re2 6 11
£g3 Wxg2 12 &3 Wh3 13 d5 is
unclear, Jansa-Radulov, Vrmjacka
Banja 1983) 10..Wa5+ 11 Wd2
Wxd2+ 12 &xd2 &£f5 13 £d3 with a
drawish ending (Hibner-Karpov,
Wijk aan Zee 1988);

8 Hxd7 Lxd7 (or 8...Wxd7 9 ¢3
Wg4 with further simplification,
Smagin-Chernin, Moscow 1988), and
the position is completely equal, as
even 9 R£d3 can be answered by
9...&f5 10 0-0 (or 10 £xf5 Wa5+)
10...8xd3 11 Wxd3 e6 12 Kf4 K46
with an imminent draw (Matanovic-
Radulov, Surakarta 1982).
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Also possible is 8...2f6 9 c3 L£f5
10 Ke2 (or 10 Hes5 Kgb 11 Kg5 Nd7
12 &xgb hxgé 13 Lc4 Db 14 Kb3
Wd7=, Belyavsky-Lerner, USSR
1980) 10...e6 11 g4 £xd3 12 Wxd3
£d6 13 4 Wc7 14 W3 0-0-0 15 b4
h5 16 g5 &d5 17 0-0 f6 18 gxf6 gxf6
19 £d2 with slightly the better chan-
ces for White (Griinfeld-Gallagher,
Tel Aviv 1988).

9 Re3

Or9c3 £g7 10 £f4 (10 Ke2 can
be met by 10...e5 11 dxe5 DxeS5 12
Hixe5 Wxdl+ 13 Lxdl Kxe5 with
simplification) 10...Wa5 11 Wd2 0-0
12 Re2 e5 13 dxe5 Dxe5 with equal
chances (Karpov-Sosonko, Amster-
dam 1980).

9 ... Kg7
10 Wd2 b6
If 10..e5, then 11 Rh6! is
unpleasant.
11 &Des Keb
12 Re2

If 12 0—0-0 Black can risk taking
the pawn: 12...£xa2 13 b3 a5 14

Caro-Kann: Smyslov System 4...2d7

&b2 a4 15 Hal (15 xa2 axb3+ 16
&xb3 Ad5) 15...axb3 16 cxb3 Kxb3
17 Hxa8 Wxa8 18 &xb3 0-0 with
sufficient compensation for the sac-
rificed piece (Timman).

12 ... 00

13 000 fo6

The piece sacrifice suggested by
Timman also comes into consider-
ation: 13...8xa2 14 b3 a5 15 b2 a4
16 Hal axb3 17 cxb3 £xb3 18 &xb3
Wd5+ 19 &c4, with unclear conse-
quences.

Timman-Korchnoi (Montpellier CT
1985) now continued 14 {d3 &c4 15
Wc3 Dxe3 16 fxe3 £d5 17 HHf4 Lh6
18 Xhfl &xf4 19 Exf4 Wd6 with
equal chances.

9.12 (1 e4 c6 2 d4 d5 3 Hc3 dxed
4 Dxed DA7 5 D3 Degfe 6
Dxf6+ Dxf6 7 De5)

7 ... Keb

3
Ty
//

%1%1
%1% 7

0
1

»
%&/

% %
//% V27

Black chooses a plan of piece
development.
8 RKe2 g6
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9 00
10 c4
Passive is 10 ¢3 0-0 11 K4 Hd7
12 &3 Kd5 13 Wc2 He8 14 Radl e5
15 dxe5 Wc7 16 £g3 Dxes5 17 Hd4
Ya-Ya (Tal-Agdestein, Wijk aan Zee
1988).

fg7

10 ... 0-0
11 fe3 Ded
11..%0e8 is also played, with the
same idea: 12 £f4 £d6 13 d5 cxd5
14 cxd5 Kf5! The game is equal
(Griinfeld-Dlugy, New York 1985).
To 11...0d7 White can also reply
12 f4 (if 12 &f3 &f6 13 h3 Ded 14
Wc1 b5!? 15 cxb5 cxb5 16 £xb5 £d5
with active piece play for the pawn,
Belyavsky-Korchnoi, Montpellier CT
1985) 12...2xeS5 13 fxe5 Wc7 14 Wb3
Had8 15 Hadl b5 16 Wc3 Wb8, and
here in Larsen-Arkell (London 1991)
he could have retained some advan-
tage by 17 b3.
12 14
12 Wec2 can be met by 12...4)d6 13
b3 c5! 14 Hadl &f5 15 d5 KxeS 16
dxe6 Wc7 17 exf7+ HExf7 18 g3 Haf8
19 £g4! @xe3 20 fxe3 Hxfl+ Y%-%
(A.Sokolov-Karpov, match (3), Lin-
ares 1987).
12 ... f6
Or 12..5d6 13 b3 Wa5 14 Wc2
Hfd8 15 Hadl with somewhat the
better chances for White (Ivanovic-
Watson, Bor 1986) — Game 37.
Psakhis-Tukmakov (54th USSR Ch
1987) now continued 13 &f3 £17 14
Wc2 Hd6 15 Rd3 b5 16 b3 bxcd 17
bxcd4, and White’s spatial advantage
gave him the better chances.
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9.2 (1 e4 c62 d4 d5 3 Dc3 dxed
4 Dxed DAT 5 DB Hgf6 6
Dxf6+ Dxf6)

7 RKecd

/.t,

T %/a%a
/A%/y 5
//M% o
. //@////
g%&%j%

\\

White calmly continues his
development.
7 ... Lfs
8 00

Here too 8 @e5 €6 9 £b3 £d6 10
We2 Wc7 is possible, with a double-
edged game. One of Petrosian’s first
attempts went 10..22d7 11 £d2 a5?
(11...8xe5 12 dxeS Wc7 is correct) 12
Qxf7! ®xf7 13 g4 with a very strong
attack for White (Gligoric-Petrosian,
USSR v. Yugoslavia 1957) — Game 38.

The plan with queenside castling is
also encountered: 8 We2 e6 9 RKg5
Ke7 (the energetic 9..WaS+ is also
interesting: 10 c3 @ed 11 0-0 Dxgs
12 &xg5 Ke7, and here in Xie Jun-
Adams, Amsterdam 1994, White
could have sacrificed a knight — 13
Dxf71? PxI7 14 g4 Kgb 15 4! e
16 f5 £f7 17 Rael with a dangerous
initiative, Adams) 10 0-0-0 RKg4!



108

(Black can also consider 10...b5!? 11
£d3 £xd3 12 Exd3 0-0 13 He5 Wd5
14 Rg3 Rfd8 15 &bl Rac8 16 Hdl ¢5
with an equal game, Loffler-Lee, Biel
1991), and now:

(a) 11 h3 &xf3 12 Wxf3 &dS 13
£xe7 Wxe7 14 Hhel (or 14 &bl Bd8
15 Wed b5 16 £d3 a5 17 ¢3 Wd6 18
g3 b4 19 c4 &f6 and Black maintains
the balance, Fischer-Petrosian, Bled
1961) 14..0-0 15 &bl Had8 with
equal chances (Matanovic-Petrosian,
USSR v. Yugoslavia 1959) — Game 1.

(b) 11 &bl 0-0 (f 11..4d5
Fischer recommended 12 Kcl!, but
11..b5!7 12 £b3 0-0 or 12 Rd3 Wd5
comes into consideration) 12 h3 £xf3
13 Wxf3 @d5!? (driving back the
bishop; after 13...b5 14 £d3 Wd5 15
We3 Hac8 16 g4 Xfd8 17 f4 2f8 18
f5 White develops a strong attack,
Tiviakov-Adams, match (3), New
York 1994) 14 &c1 Rg5 15 Ke3 with
slightly the better chances for White
(Tiviakov).

8 ... e6
9 Hes

Initially 9 Hel was played, but in
this case Black can prevent the
advance of the knight: 9...2g4 10 c3
£d6 (or 10..8e7 11 h3 Kxf3 12
Wxf3 0-0 13 g3 b5 14 &f1 &d5 15
h4! K6 16 Kd3%, Ehlvest-Khari-
tonov, 55th USSR Ch 1988) 11 Ke2
Wc7, and now if 12 He5 Podgaets
recommends 12...8xe5!? 13 dxe5
Rd8 14 Wad Wxe5 15 &f4 W5 16
fc7 Bd7 17 Wxa7 0-0 18 Lxgd
Dxgd 19 3 Hf2!1? with chances for
both sides.

Caro-Kann: Smyslov System 4...Dd7

In Short-Gulko (match (1), New
York 1994) White played 9 h3 Re7
10 c3 0-0 11 We2 c5 (11..b5!? 12
£Kb3 KRed came into consideration) 12
£f4) fe4 13 Hadl, and here with
13...Wb6!? Black could have gained a
good game.

9 ... K46

After the more passive 9...8e7 10
c3 Dd7 11 &f4 0-0 12 We2 &b6 13
£b3 a5 14 a3 &d5 15 Kg3 He8 16
Had1l White’s position is slightly pre-
ferable (Rozentalis-Epishin, Vilnius
1988).

10 We2

Or 10 ¢3 Wc7 11 We2 0-0-0 12
Hel &b8 13 £f4 NdS 14 Kg3 hS
with chances for both sides (Akopian-
Adams, Manila OL 1992).

10 ... W7
11 h3

Preparing in the event of 11...0-0

the pawn attack 12 g4 Rg6 13 f4.
1 ... hé
12 Hel

12 g4 Rh7 13 Dxf7 *xf7 14

Kxe6+ PA8 is dubious for White.

12 ... 0-0-0
13 &b3 &Hds
14 RKd2

White’s chances are preferable
(Yakovich-Hoogendoorn, Amsterdam
1995) - Game 39.

Game 37
Ivanovic-Watson
Bor 1986

1 ed c6
2 d4 ds
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22 ... Wxe2?!

White has a spatial advantage, and
going into an endgame merely
aggravates Black’s problems. His
pieces are well enough placed for play
in the middlegame, and it would have
been better to attack the centre:
22...c5! 23 gxf5 cxd4 with adequate

11 He8
11.. Ded is is more active, although
after 12 f4 §)d6 the same position is
reached.

12 f4 &Hdé

13 b3 Wa$s

14 Wc2 Xfds

15 Radl  Hac8

16 g4 f6

17 &d3 s

After 17..£f7 White has the

opportunity to strengthen his position
by 18 &13.

18 &S Kf7

19 h3 b6

20 &Hd3 Ded

21 Hes W3

22 Kd3!

counterplay.
23 fxc2 He3
24 HNdel  Rxe5?

Watson considers 24..&xa2 25
gxf5 Db4! 26 Kbl Hd6 to be best,
when, although Black’s position is
still inferior, he can defend.

25
26

fxe5
£d42!

fxgd

An important intermediate move,

after which White wins a piece.

26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

e6!
Hxe6
£h6
Hxe7
Hg7+
7
&hi1

Hxa2
f£xe6
Hxd4
b4
gxh3
<hs8
h2+
1-0
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Now White threatens to pursue the
bishop: 10 g4 Le4 11 f3 £g6 12 h4.
9 ... £deé

10 We2 Dd7
10...Wc7 is more logical.
11 fd2

The idea of the knight sacrifice at
f7 is, as they say, in the air, but for the
moment it is ineffective: 11 Dxf7
&xf7 12 g4 Df6! 13 gxfS Was+ 14
£.d2 Wxfs

1 ... as?

But now the time is ripe! 11...&xeS

12 dxe5 Wc7 was essential.

Game 38 12 oxf71! exf7
Gligoric-Petrosian 13 g4 W6
USSR v. Yugoslavia 1957 If 13..8g6 there follows 14
Wxe6+ and 15 Wxd6.
1 ed c6 14 gxfS Wxfs
2 d4 ds 1S 000 a4
3 &Ae3 dxed Otherwise White plays 16 c4.
4 Dxed na7 16 fKecd Df6
5 &3 Def6 17 Rhgl  Hae8
6 Hxfe+ Hxf6 Black parries the threat of 18
7 Kcd Kfs Kxe6+ Wxe6 19 Exg7+ while leaving
8 HDes 6 his rook at h8 for the defence of the
9 2b3 kingside. White’s position is so

impressive, that it seems a miracle
that Petrosian was able to hold out for
a further 55 moves.

18 XHg5 Wed
19 fe3 a3
20 Hdgl g6

21 Rkd3 Wh4
22 WB axb2+
23 &bl e
24 Has Ha8
25 HeS Hhf8

After 25..Hxa2 26 ¥xa2 RKxeS
White can play 27 c3.

26 RKg5  Wxdd
27 XKed Wes

27..¥Wc3 fails to 28 Hxe6+! &xe6
29 Rf5+.
28 Wh3
As shown by Gligoric himself, here
he chose an inexact move order (28
fLc4 was more accurate), since now
Black could have played 28...Wf5!

c7 32 Hxes.

28 ... e5
29 RKcd ds
30 We6 &7

If 30...8e7 there follows 31 Bdl+



31 £xf6
32 2l
33 Rg4

6 Dxfs+ Dxfs

Wxf2
Wg2
Wh3
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34 Rd1?!

After the simple 34 Hggl Black
would have been defenceless. Now in
a severe time scramble Petrosian as
though gains a second wind.

_
R

7

34 ... HAxf6
35 Wxfe  Wxgd
36 Wxdé+ b6
37 Re6 Wed
38 xb2 g5

39 Kb3?

After 39 Kd3! the game would
have concluded much more quickly.
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4 RKc4 ]
45 <%b3 b5
46 Xf5+ &b6
47 Kf1 cS
48 XNxh5 cd+
49 b4 d3
50 Xxb5+! a7
51 cxd3

51 ¢3 does not work, since the loss
of the h-pawn leads to a rook ending
with a- and c-pawns, which is well
known for its drawing tendencies.

51 ... cxd3
52 Ngs  d2

53 RKe2 d1=
54 fxd1 Xxdi
55 Hxgd4 Rd2
56 h4 Hxa2
57 &eS Eh2

///

7
7

58

Cutting off the king at

Hb4!

///

//,

the

39 ... g4
40 XEf1 hS
41 Q7 Wd4+
42 Wxd4+ exd4
43 Xf4 2ds
The sealed move. 43..He8 44

Hxd4 He2 was interesting, when after
45 h3 g3 46 Kd3 h4 or 45 h4 Rh2 46
Hd7 Hxh4 it is hard for White to
capitalise on his extra piece
(Gligoric).

maximum distance from the passed
pawn. After the complacent 58 &d6
b7 59 Le6 7 60 f6 Rd7 61
&gS Pe7 the black king is in the
drawing zone.

58 a6
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59 &c6 He2+
60 <&dé6 Hel
61 Le6 RS
62 <f6 Pas
63 If4 b6
64 g6 -0y |
65 hS Hgl+
66 <Lf7 L7
67 Xf6 d7
68 hé Hhi1
69 g7 Pe7
70 Hgé zf1
71 h7 7+
72 <hé6 1-0
Game 39

Yakovich-Hoogendoorn
Amsterdam 1995

(Y- IR BN NV RNV

ed

d4
Ne3
Dxed
Df3
Dxf6+
Lc4
Nes
00
We2
h3
Hel
Kb3
£d2
Wh5s

c6
ds
dxed
a7
Hegf6
Dxf6
o8 ]
€6
£d6
We7
hé6
0-0-0
Ads
gs
Eh7

In the event of 15..Hdg8 White
follows the same plan as in the game:
16 £xdS cxd5 (16...exd5? 17 Wxf7)
17 c4! dxc4 18 Racl Kxe5 19 HxeSs
b8 20 b3, opening lines for an attack
on the castled position.

16 Hadl Xg8
17 Rxd5! exd5
18 c4 Red?

Allowing a decisive exchange
sacrifice. 18...dxc4!? 19 &xcd Le6
was essential.

19 Hxed4! dxed

20 Wgs+ &d8
If 20...%b8 there follows 21 &d7+
Pa8 22 Hf6. But now White strikes a

blow from the flank.
21 RKaSs! b6
22 Wxed fS

23 Dxc6+ Pc8
24 We6+ 1-0
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1 ed c6

2 d4 ds

3 &He3 dxed

4 Dxed HDA7

5 O3 Ogfe
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This knight retreat leads to more
complicated play. From here it can in
some cases be included in the attack
on the king (Dg3-h5). Black’s main
counterplay again involves under-
mining the centre by ...c6-c5.

6 ... €6

6...cS is examined in Chapter 11.

The attempt to exploit the
‘awkward’ position of the knight at g3
by 6...h5 can be met by 7 £d3 since
7..h4 runs into the typical attack 8
&S h3 9 gxh3 Xxh3 10 We2 e6 11
g5 Eh8 12 Dxe6!, while after
7...e6 8 We2 c¢5 9 Rg5 Was+ 10 £d2
Wb6 11 0-0-0 cxd4 12 Rhel Kc5 13
¢3! dxc3 14 £xc3 White has a strong

initiative (Gurgenidze-Kopylov, USSR
1958).
7 Kd3

The more modest 7 L2 ¢5 8 00
is no less dangerous:

(a) 8..Wc7 9 c4 cxd4 10 Wxd4 b6
11 &f4 Wes 12 We3 £b7 13 Hadl
Ke7 14 DHd4! (after 14 Hg5? 0-0 15
Wc2 Jfd8! 16 b4 Wc6 Black gained
the better chances in Conquest-
Speelman, Hastings 1995) 14...e5 (or
14...0-0 15 @b5) 15 &Hb3 W7 16
Ke3 0-0 17 Df5 and White retains a
slight, but enduring advantage;

(b) 8..cxd4 9 Hxd4 (also inter-
esting is 9 Wxd4 Re7 10 £f4 0-0 11
c4 b6 12 Hed £b7 13 &3, and here
in Westerinen-Christiansen, Wijk aan
Zee 1976, Black could have main-
tained equal chances by 13...4)cS5)
9..8c5 10 b3 0-0 11 Rb2 a6 12 c4
Wc7 13 a3 b6 14 b4 Re7 15 K13 (or
15 Bel £b7 16 £d3 Kfe8 17 We2?!
N3 18 Racl g6 19 We2 D4 20
£f1 Rad8%F, Waitzkin-Serper, New
York 1996; 17 £h5!?) 15..8b7 16
£xb7 Wxb7 17 We2, and White’s
chances are slightly preferable.

cS

The most energetic move. Delaying
this attack on the centre allows White
to retain an enduring initiative:
7.7 8 0-0 00 9 We2 b6 (9...c5!)
10 ¢4 £b7 11 £f4 Re8 12 Hadl ¢5
13 dxc5 bxc5?! 14 He5S Wbe 15
£xh7+! Hxh7 16 Hxd7 with
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advantage to White (Tal-Miles, Porz
1981/2).
8 0-0

Accurate play is also required of
Black after the modest 8 ¢3 cxd4 9
Dxd4 Kcs (the less active 9...Re7 10
0-0 HDe5 11 Kc2 £d7 12 el &6 13
N3 Wc7 14 We2 allowed White the
better chances in Bronstein-Petrosian,
Moscow 1967 — Game 3) 10 Kc2:

(a) 10...9De57?! 11 0-0 00 12 £g5
h6 13 &xf6 Wxf6 14 Hel Hd7 15
Hh5! Wg5 16 ha! Wxhd 17 Hed We7
18 &f5 with a strong attack for White
(Tseshkovsky-Bagirov, Telavi 1982);

(b) 10..b6 11 Ded4 £b7 12 Dxc5
Axc5 13 0-0 0-0 14 Hel and White’s
chances are preferable (Mark Tseitlin-
Bagirov, Telavi 1982);

(c) 10..0-0 11 00 Wc7 (or
11..2e8 12 £g5 a6 13 Wf3 £xd4 14
cxd4 Wa5 15 Re3 Wd5 16 We2 b6 17
£b3%, Taulbut-Speelman, Hastings
1981/2) 12 Hel Rd8 13 Ke3 b6 14
We2 Rb7 with equal chances
(Thipsay-Speelman, British Ch 1984)
— Game 40.
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Caro-Kann: Smyslov System 4...2d7

Now Black’s main continuations
are 8...cxd4 (10.1) and 8...R¢7 (10.2).

He can also consider the little-
studied 8..8£d6 9 dxc5 Lxc5
(9..Dxc5 10 £b5+) 10 b3 0-0 11
£b2 b6 12 We2 £b7 13 Ded Ke7 14
Hadl Wc7 (14..0d5 15 KbSYH) 15
Degs @c5 16 Kes5 Wes! (this is more
accurate than 16..Wc6 17 £b5 Wc8
18 b4 Dced 19 Dxed Lxed 20 Kxf6
£xf3 21 Wxf3 &xf6 22 Kc6) 17
Kxf6 gxf6 18 Dxh7 Xd8 (18..2xd3?
19 Hxd3 Hd8 20 &He5!t) 19 Hes!
fxeS 20 Wgd+ $h8 21 Wh5 g8 22
Wg4+ V4-Y (Tiviakov-Kamsky, Gron-
ingen 1994). Instead of 10 b3 Tivia-
kov recommends 10 We2!? with the
idea of Qed.

10.1 (1 e4 ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 Dec3 dxed
4 Hixed DAT 5 DB Dgf6 6 Hig3
€67 £d3 c580-0)

8 ... cxd4

A radical decision.  Black
eliminates the pawn centre.
9 DHxdd K5
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If 9..8¢5 there is the good reply
10 Kc4.

Now White’s knight is attacked and
his main continuations are 10 ¢3
(10.11), 10 Hb3 (10.12) and 10 H3
(10.13).

The drawbacks to 10 RKe3 are
emphasised by the manoeuvre ...2)d5,
e.g. 10...0-0 11 We2 Hd5! 12 Xadl
@xe3 13 fxe3 g6 14 Ded Ke7 15
£b5 Wb6, and Black’s position is
already preferable (Cherepkov-Petro-
sian, 28th USSR Ch 1961).

10.11 (1 e4 ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 Dc3
dxed 4 Dxed DT 5 DI3 Dgf6 6
&g3 e6 7 £d3 ¢5 8 0-0 cxd4 9
Nxd4 L.c5)

White defends his knight.
10 ... ()

Black can give his opponent an iso-
lated d-pawn by 10..8xd4 11 cxd4
0-0, but he has to defend carefully:

(@) 12 Rf4 b6 (if 12..22d57 13
£d6 Re8 14 Hel D716 15 Le5 Kd7

16 a4 Rc6 17 Ka3 with an aftack,
Varavin-Komarov, Novosibirsk 1989)
13 Hel £d7 14 &Dh5 Kcb6 15 ReS
Dbd7 16 Dxfe+ Dxfe 17 Re3 g6 18
Zh3 Re8! with an equal game
(Plachetka-Meduna, Kralove 1981);
(b) 12 Kg5 Wa5 (or 12...h6 13 14
4b6 14 Kc2 Hbd5 15 Ke5 Wb6 16
Wd3, and here in Tal-Flesch, Lvov
1981, Black risked 16...5b4? 17 Wd2
Nxc2 18 Kxf6! Dxal 19 HhS and
came under a strong attack) 13 h4 hé
14 Rf4 b6 15 Hel Kb7 with equal
chances (Howell-Kumaran, British Ch
1990).
11 We2
Or 11 Rel a6 12 HhS Lxd4! 13
cxd4 WasS 14 xfe+ Hxf6 15 £d2
Wb6 16 £g5 &d5 17 WhS 5 with
equality.
1 ... b6!
11..2xd4 is premature: 12 cxd4
b6 13 Bd1 Abd5 14 Hh5!t.
12 QDed
Weaker is 12 W3 HdS 13 c4
£xd4 14 cxd5 Dc5! 15 dxe6 Kxe6
with slightly the better chances for
Black.

12 ... Kb7
13 Hxe5  HxcS
14 RKcd a6

The game is equal (Dvoiris-
Epishin, 58th USSR Ch 1991).

10.12 (1 e4 ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 Dc3
dxed 4 Dxed DA7 5 D3 Dgf6 6
&g3 e6 7 Kd3 ¢5 8 0-0 cxd4 9
NHxd4 Kc5)

10 5Hb3
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10 ... Re7

This is considered the soundest
move.

10...£d6?! involves a loss of time:
11 Hel Wc7 12 Hd4 £c5 13 Hbs
Wb6 14 W3 0-0 15 Hc3 He8 16
Dced Re7 17 b3 HeS 18 Dxf6+
£xf6 19 Rxe5!, and White gains the
advantage (Vogt-Konig, Berlin 1990).

But 10..2£b6 comes into con-
sideration: 11 We2 0-0 12 R£d2 a5
(risky is 12...Wc7 13 c4 WeS 14 Wf3
Wxb2 15 £c3 Wa3 16 Hfel He8 17
Des We7 18 c5 Rc7 19 Dg3 Xb8 20
Had1, when White has sufficient com-
pensation for the pawn, Tischbierek-
Jaster, Cottbus 1983) 13 a4 Wc7 14
Hfel He8 15 Ded e5 16 W3 Hxed 17
Rxed4 &)f6 18 Eh4 £d7 with equal
chances (Lechtinsky-Meduna, Trnava
1982).

11 XHel

11 £f4 can be met by 11...53d5 12
£d2 0-0 13 c4 D516 (not 13...2b47?!
14 &xb4 &xbd 15 Wc2t) 14 &4
He8 (14..b6 15 Hed La6 16 We2t)
15 Wc2 b6 16 Hadl Kb7 17 Kfel

Caro-Kann: Smyslov System 4...0d7

Wc8 18 Ded Hixed 19 Lxed &6 20
£xb7 Wxb7 with an equal game
(Glek-Epishin, Russian Ch 1995).
Tiviakov recommends 11 a4!?, and
if Black does not prevent the pawn’s
further advance (by 11...a5), but
plays, for example, 11...b6, then 12
a5 &£b7 13 a6 Kd5 (13..8c6 14
Ad4t) 14 c4 Lc6 15 Od4 and White
gains a spatial advantage.
1 ... 0-0
12 W3 a5
12...He8, preparing ...e6-e5, is also
possible, e.g. 13 £d2 Rd6! 14 Ka5
(or 14 RKc3 Wc7! 15 Hh5 e5!7)
14..8c7 15 £c3 DdS 16 Kd2 516
with an equal game (Golubev-
Solozhenkin, Le Touquet 1994).
13 a4 &Hds
Tiviakov-Adams (match (1), New
York 1994) went 13..20b6 14 Rd2
Hbds 15 b5 £d7 (15...Wc7 can be
met by 16 c4 Db4 17 Kf4 £d6 18
£xd6 Wxd6 19 Radlt) 16 c4 Lxbs
(weaker is 16...40b4 17 Kxb4! Kxb4
18 Hedl Wc7 19 HDes! KxbS 20
Hxfe+ gxf6 21 cxb5 with advantage
to White, Tiviakov) 17 axb5?! &b4
18 Wxb7 &c2 with chances for both
sides, but, as shown by Tiviakov, by
playing 17 cxd5 £.c4 18 dxe6 LKxe6
19 &fS White would have retained
the better game.
14 KbS b4
15 We2 &Hf6
Leko-Epishin (Dortmund 1994)
now continued 16 ¢3 @bd5 17 Dd4
Wb 18 O3 £d47 19 Kd3 Rfd8 20
De5 Ke8 21 Ded Dxed 22 Wxed
&\f6 with an equal game.
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10.13 (1 e4 ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 De3
dxed 4 Dxed Hd7 5 HI3 @gf6 6
&g3 €6 7 £d3 c5 8 0-0 cxd4 9
Nxd4 Kc5)

10 &f3
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White maintains control over e5.

10 ... 0-0
11 We2 b6
12 Kf4

12 Ded Kb7 13 HxcS Dxc5 14
Lc4 W7 15 De5 Dd5= is harmless
for Black (Paunovic).

12 ... £b7

13 Hadi1 Wcs

13...)d5? is not good on account

of 14 £g5! Wc7 15 Hh5 &h8 16 Ked
6 17 &h4 Rd6 18 c4 Ka6 19 Dxg7!
with a strong attack for White (Tal-
Vasyukov, 32nd USSR Ch 1964/5).

14 <&hl Hds

15 SDes

Or 15 Dgs Ke7 16 DS KR8 17
&d4 He8 18 HbS e5 with a good
game for Black (Chandler-Wells,
England 1985).

Now 15..80xe5 16 Kxe5 Wc6 17

117

f3 Re7 18 Ded Nd7 19 K3 Aes
leads to an wunexplored position

(Karpov).

10.2 (1 e4 c6 2 d4 d5 3 He3 dxed
4 Dxed HAT 5 D3 Def6 6 Dg3
€6 7 Kd3 c5 8 0-0)

8 ... fe7

Black does not hurry to release the
pawn tension, and retains the option
(after dxc5) of recapturing on ¢5 with
his knight.

9 We2

The alternative plan involves the
fianchetto: 9 b3 0-0 10 £b2 (or 10 c4
cxd4 11 Dxd4 De5 12 Lc2 W6 13
O3 Rd8 14 We2 Hxf3+ 15 Wxf3
£d7 16 Kb2 L6 17 We2 Wc5 18 a4
Wgs 19 Rc3 h5 20 Ded Hxes 21
Lxe4 hd 22 Radl Rac8 with an equal
game, Tiviakov-Kamsky, Madrid
1994) 10...b6 11 We2 £b7 12 c4 He8
13 dxc5 K£xc5?! (13...bxc5!? comes
into consideration) 14 g5 We7 15
Hadl Rad8 16 D5e4 Dxed 17 Kxed!
L.xe4 18 Hxe4 with some advantage
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to White (Tiviakov-Adams, match
(11), New York 1994).
9 ... 0-0
10 Xd1

The plan of strengthening the
centre by 10 ¢3 b6 11 De5 Kb7 12 4
was discredited in the game Evseev-
Flohr (USSR 1949), where after
12...cxd4 13 cxd4 PDxeS 14 dxeS
Qgd! 15 Lxh7+ $xh7 16 Wxgd
Wd4+ 17 &h1 Hac8 Black gained fine
play for the pawn.

10 ... Wc7
10...cxd4 11 Qxd4 is less good for
Black:

(a) 11..2e8 12 b3 Wb6 13 Kb2
D8 14 D3 with the better chances
for White (Tal-Filip, Moscow 1967);

() 11...0c5 12 Kc4 Wc7 13 HbS
Wb8 14 & 5! with advantage to White
(Schaefer-Szabolcsi, Budapest 1991).
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11 ... Hes
After 11...cxd4 12 Hxd4 White has
active piece play:
(3) 12...26 13 b3 (13 2317 b6 14 b4
RKb7 15 &b2% also comes into con-

Caro-Kann: Smyslov System 4...d7

sideration) 13..He8 14 Rb2 b6 15
Hh5 Kb7 16 Hxe6 with a very sharp
game (Kasparov-Karpov, Amsterdam
1988) — Game 41. However, the piece
sacrifice is not obligatory. Karpov and
Zaitsev recommend 16 Hacl!? Hac8
17 ¢5!? (vacating a square for the
bishop) 17...bxc5 18 Dxe6 Wc6
(after 18...fxe6? 19 Wxe6+ L3 20
fc4 or 19..%h8 20 Wf7 Black loses)
19 Hef4, when White’s chances are
preferable;

(b) 12..5%5 13 Hbs Wc6 14 Lc2
b6 15 Hf5! exfs 16 Wxe7 £b7 17 3
Hae8 18 Wd6 with advantage to
White, who effectively has an extra
pawn on the queenside (Aseev-Arkell,
Leningrad 1989);

(c) 12...b6 13 b5 Wcb6 14 Lg5 a6
15 Ded4 Kb7 16 Dd4 Wc8 17 Haclt
(Karpov, Zaitsev).

12 dxcS Dxes
13 fc2 Hed7!

Black takes control of e5 and
brings his knight to the defence of the
kingside. After 13...b6 14 He5 Kb7
15 R4 White has a solid initiative.

14 g5

Preventing 14...b6 due to 15 xh7!
14 ... Df8
15 D3ed  Dxed

In the event of 15...8d7 16 Dxf6+
Kxf6 17 Wd3 &xg5 18 Lxg5 White
has a slight but enduring advantage:

(a) 18..We5 19 Wd2 Kc6 20 b3
with the better chances (Tiviakov-
Adams, match (9), New York 1994);

(b) 18...Hac8 19 Hacl WeS (risky
is 19..Was5 20 £d2 Wxa2 21 £b4
K6 22 Ka3+, Adams) 20 Wd2 £c6
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21 b4 b6 22 K14 Wf6 23 Lg5 WeS 24
Hel and White’s chances are better
(Adams-Karpov, Dortmund 1994).

16 Dxed

Both sides have chances.

16 Wxed4!? is weaker on account of
16...f5! 17 We2 £d7 18 HHf3 & f6,
when Black’s chances are preferable
(Leko-Lutz, Horgen 1994).

Game 40
Thipsay-Speelman
British Championship 1984
1 e4 c6
2 d4 ds
3 &Oc3 dxed
4 Hxed HA7
5 a1 Hgf6
6 9Hg3 6
7 Kd3 c5
8 3 cxd4
9 Hxd4 KcS
10 Rc2 0-0
11 0-0 W7
Otherwise the pin 10 Kg5 is
unpleasant.
12 Xel Xdas
13 Re3 b6
14 We2 Kb7
15 Hadl a6
16 Kbl Hac8
17 We2?!
A loss of time — 17 &S5 is better.
17 ... AVt
18 We2 Xd7
19 D3N

19 Rg5 is more active, although
after 19...8xd4 20 cxd4 White is
obliged to play with an isolated pawn.
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20 Wxe3  Hcds
21 Xxd7
White should not have conceded

the d-file. 21 We2 was more logical.

21 . Hxd7
22 Hd4 ANds
23 Wel
White sounds the retreat, but

whereas ‘activity’ by 23 We5 Wxe5
24 HxeS &f4 is clearly unfavourable
for him, 23 Wg5!? looks perfectly
reasonable (Speelman).

23 4
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24 Redq?
An oversight, but of course even
after 24 f3 White would have been in
difficulties.

24 ... RExd4!
25 cxd4 Wxcl
26 Xxcl RKxed

White does not even have the
consolation of any pawns in return for
his material deficit.

27 13 Kd5
28 a3 15!
29 Hc8 f7
30 X7+ f6
31 b4 98g6
32 Xa7 Red
33 Xb7 b5
34 Xbé6 Dh4
35 Hxa6  Dhxg2
36 Df1 Del
37 &Ha2 Dh3+
In conclusion Black weaves a
mating net.
38 <hil £d5
0-1
Game 41
Kasparov-Karpov
Amsterdam 1988
1 e4 c6
2 d4 ds
3 Hd2 dxed
4 Dxed HA7
5 &3 Dgf6
6 g3 €6
7 RKd3 RKe7
8 0-0 c5
9 We2 0-0
10 Rd1 We7

Caro-Kann: Smyslov System 4...Dd7

11 c4 cxd4
In recent times Karpov himself has
preferred the restrained 11...He8.
12 Hxdd a6
13 b3
13 &Qe4 gives only an equal game
after 13...%9xe4 14 Wxed A6 15 24
Wxc4!
13 ... Hes
13..b6 14 Kb2 Kb7 is weaker in
view of 15 5! exfs 16 Wxe7.

14 Kb2 b6
15 &hs Kb7
16 Hxe6!?

An experimental knight sacrifice,
which has not been repeated as yet in

any high-level games.

16 ... fxe6
17 Wxe6+ f8
18 Kxh7 &c5
19 Wh3 &xh7

"
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20 Kxg7+?!
White has already sacrificed two
pieces, and although the black king is
exposed, there are no real threats. It

was time to regain some material: 20
b41? g6! 21 g7 K16 22 Hxe8 Hxe



6 &\g3 e6 121

23 &xf6 Dxf6 24 bxc5 WxcS with
chances for both sides (Karpov,
Zaitsev).

20 ... *g8

21 Kb2

21 £d4!? was somewhat stronger:

21...Wc6 22 Kxc5 bxe5 23 Rd73.
Now, however, Black creates counter-
threats and exchanges several pieces.

21 ... Wc6!
22 Hd4 Ded!
23 Hel Degs
24 Wigd £a3!
25 Rc3 Hxel+
26 fLxel Ze8
27 Kd2 Kel!
28 h4 £xd2
29 Uxd2  Hel+
29..We6 is simpler, forcing the
exchange of queens.
30 &h2 Hed?

A mistake, after which White gains
a second wind. This move should
have preceded by 30...Wc7+ — 31 &f4

Hed.
31 14 We6?
Now even Black’s two extra pieces
are unable to compensate for his two

successive mistakes. He should have
reconciled himself to 31..%£c8 32
Hd8+ He8 33 Mxe8+ Wxe8 34
Wxgs+! Dxgs 35 Do+ 2f8 36
Hxe8, when even so White has four
pawns for the piece.

A

WA
1‘/

4
w

32 HRds+! <7
33 Hd7+ &f8
34 Wxe6 Hxe6
35 hxg5 @ He7
36 HNxe?7  Lxe7
37 g4 Red
38 &g3 &bl
39 a3 1-0 (time)



11: 6...c5

1 ed4 c6
2 d4 ds
3 Ac3 dxed
4 SHxed HDA7
5 &Of3 Hgf6
6 g3 c5

/m%;%
# @ m i
.

x5

L
3 W
suge

A fashionable continuation, by
which Black hopes to manage without
having to play ...e7-e6 (in the event
of 7 £d3).

White’s main continuations here
are 7 dxc5 (11.1) and 7 £d3 (11.2).

After 7 Rc4, apart from the simple
7..0b6 8 Kb5+ £.d7, Black can also
implement the extended fianchetto
with 8 £€2 €6 9 0-0 a6 10 c4 bxc4 11
f£xc4 Kb7 12 Rel Re7, after which
his pieces are well mobilised:

(@ 13 b3 0-0 14 Kb2 Qb6
(14..cxd4 15 &xd4 WaS= is also
possible) 15 &f1 Hc8 16 Hcl Abds
17 De5 cxd4 (or 17..Wb6 18 Hcad,
Kir.Georgiev-Gulko, Groningen 1994)

18 Wxd4 Xxcl 19 Hxcl Wa8 20 Hed
a5 with equal chances (Georgiev);

(b) 13 g5 0-0 (if 13..h6 Black
has to reckon with the attack 14
Nxf71? xf7 15 Kxe6+ L8 16 HYf5)
14 Hxe6 £d5 (after 14..fxe6 15
Hxe6 Wb6 16 dxc5 Dxc5 17 Dxcs5+
White has the initiative: 17...&h8 18
Dxb7 Wxb7 19 Le3 Wxb2 20 Ubl
Had8 21 Wel!, Golubev) 15 Rxd5
Hxd5 16 dxc5!, and White’s position
is preferable (Golubev-Savchenko,
Bucharest 1996).

11.1 (1 e4 ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 Dc3 dxed
4 Hixed HAT 5 DI3 Dgf6 6 g3

)

zx/m%;%x
JE

,7 B

5, %
> %@%
3%&/4%

The critical reply, with which
White hopes to extract positional
gains.

7 ... e6



6..

8 c¢6

Black’s idea is justified if White
tries to defend his pawn: 8 b4 b6
(8...a5?! 9 c3 axb4 10 cxb4 b6 11 a4
bxcS5 12 b5! favours White) 9 Ke2 (9
£b5!? bxcS5 10 Kc6 Eb8 11 b5 comes
into consideration) 9..bxc5 10 bS5
£b7 11 c4 Wc7 12 £b2 246 13 a4
a5 14 Wc2 h5 15 &ft (15 0-00
L4+ 16 b1 hd4 17 &f1 h3 18 g3
Led with a good game for Black)
15..0-0-0 16 D1d2 Kf4 17 &b3?
fed! 18 Wc3 g5 19 WxasS WxasS+ 20
%xa5 g4 and Black gained the
advantage (Tiviakov-Adams, Ischia
1995).

Instead of 17 Hb3? Adams sug-
gests 17 L¢3, but here too after
17...g5 18 &b3 g4 19 Lxa5 Wb8 20
£xd8 Xxd8 21 Hhd4 Kg5 22 0-0

£xh4 Black has a good game.
8 ... bxc6
9 Re2

If 9 £d3 Black has the good reply

9...8¢5.
9 ... W7

9...h5, threatening a flank attack, is
also interesting, e.g. 10 &f1 Kc5 11
De3 Dgd 12 h3 Dxe3 13 Kxe3 Kxe3
14 fxe3 Wb6 15 Wd4 e5? 16 Wc3 Xbs
17 0—0-0, and White’s control of the
d-file gives him the advantage (Vogt-
Speelman, Altensteig 1994). 15...Wxd4
16 % xd4 is sounder, although here too
White has the better endgame.

Tiviakov-Gulko (Groningen 1994)
now continued 10 0-0 £e7 11 c4 0-0
12 £d2 a5 13 Kc3 Kbd 14 Wc2
£xc3 15 Wxc3 £b7 16 @d4 c5 17
Nb5 WeS 18 Wxe5 Dxe5 19 4 Hegd

c5 123

20 &3 £xf3 21 Hxf3, with slightly
the better ending for White.

11.2 (1 ed ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 Hc3 dxed
4 Dxed DA7 5 D3I Dgfo 6 Dg3
c5)

&%&7

As in the main variation, White
continues his development.
7 ... cxd4
After 7...g6 8 0-0 Rg7 White can
defend his centre with 9 ¢3, not
fearing the creation of an isolated
pawn, since he can advantageously
use the pressure of his rooks on the e-
and c-files, e.g. 9...0-0 10 Hel cxd4
11 cxd4 b6 12 We2 Hd5 13 Lg5 Kb7
14 Hacl Hc8 15 £b5! h6 16 Hxc8
Wxc8 17 Hc1 Wd8 18 £d2 N7f6 19
De5 Wd6 20 L¢6, and the occupation
of the weak c6 square gives him the
advantage (Apicella-Arkell, Capelle la
Grande 1991)
8 Dxd4 g6
An alternative is 8..%c¢5 9 Lb5+
£d7 10 00 a6 (less good is
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10..£xb57! 11 Hxb5 a6 12 Dd4 gb
13 Re3 Nd5 14 Wf3 e6 15 Radl Wr6
16 @df5! with advantage to White,
Hausner-Luce, Prague 1992) 11
£Lxd7+ Wxd7 12 b3 g6 13 Kb2 Kg7
14 We2 00 15 Rfel Rfe8 16 Hadl
with slightly the better chances for
White (Luther-Arkell, Leningrad

1989).
9 00 £g7

Caro-Kann: Smyslov System 4...2Dd7

10 ¢3 0-0
11 Hel a6
Or 11..4¢5 12 Rc2 Rg4 13 Wd2
Hc8 with equal chances (Zapata-
Spiridonov, Moscow 1989).

12 Rc2 He8
13 K¢S
Here in Aseev-Lutz (Budapest

1989) Black could have maintained
the balance by 13...Wc7.
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Index of Variations

PARTI: 1e4c62d4ds3 Ac3 dxcd 4 Dxed Dd7 5 Dgs - 15
5...%gf6 6 £d3 €6 7 D113 £d6 80-0- 17

8 We2 h6 9 Ded Dixed 10 Wxed )16 11 We2 b6 12 £2d2 £b7
13 0—0-0 Wc7-25

2.1 14%e5-28

2.2 14 Bhel - 29

2.3 14 &bl - 30

10...Wc7 - 43

3.1 11 Wgd £f8120-0c5-43
3.11 13 Eel — 44
3.12 13¢3 - 44

32 11 Rd2-45

33 110-0-46

5..9df6 — 51

4.1 6 Rd3 - 51
42 6 Rcd-52
43 6 D1f3-53

PART II: 5 £c4 &gf6 6 Dg5 6 7 We2 HIb6 — 58

8 £d3 h6 9 D53 ¢5 10 dxcS Kxc5 11 QDe5 Dbd7 12 Dgf3 - 61
5.1 12...\Wc7-62

5.11 130-0-62

5.12 13 &f4 - 64
5.2 12...%8xe5 13 Dxe5 0-0 14 £d2 WdS - 65

521 150-0-65

522 1500-0-66

10...2bd7 11 b4 - 74

6.1 11...b6 12 Dd4 - 74
6.11 12..0d5-75
6.12 12.. Wc7-76
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10

11

Caro-Kann: Smyslov System 4...Dd7

62 11...a5-76
63 11...0d5-77

8 £b3 h6 9 53 a5 - 82
7.1 10c3-82
7.2 10a3 -84
73 10a4 -85

9..c5-95
PART III: 5 &3 &gf6 — 102

6 Dxfo+ Gxf6 — 104
9.1 7%es - 104
9.11 7..8d7- 105
9.12 7...8e6 - 106
92 7 Rcd-107

69g3e67 Rd3c580-0-1713

10.1 8...cxd4 9 Dxd4 Lc5- 114
10.11 10¢3-115
10.12 103 - 115
10.13 103 -117

102 8...Ke7-117

6...c5-122
11.1 7dxc5—-122
112 78d3-123
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